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he a distinct success. The judge in chambers has been | see how the Council, as representing these solicitors, could refusg > 
enabled to complete his chamber list o time to devote the after- | to reply. And the question being should the Land Transfer 7 


noons to disposing of these cases in court. We are, however, 
by no means sure that the plan will always work as well as it is 
doing now. Mr. Justice Puittmorz, we are informed, has 
shewn a combination of qualities in dealing with chamber busi- 
ness which is remarkable, especially ina new judge. Though 
always courteous and patient, he is extremely quick in deciding, 
and is so thoroughly conversant with practice that he clears his 
lists easily and rapidly. It is obvious that he is quick, other- 
wise he could not sit in court two or three days a week at two 
o'clock. It does not follow, however, that all the judges in turn 
will be able to carry on these afternoon sittings in court. It 
may be safely predicted that some of them will be quite unable 
to continue the arrangement. We shall therefore have one 
system for one term and another for the next, which, to say the 
least of it, is not symmetrical. 





Was THERE ever known with regard to any legislation such 

a comedy of errors (tragedy of errors some people might say) as 
has occurred with regard to the recent Land Transfer Act? As 
a valued correspondent points out, if the various public bodies 
and persons a have recently so strenuously opposed the 
application of the Act to London had lent any assistance to the 
long contest waged by solicitors against the Bill, we should 
never have had a compulsory Act. But this is really one of the 
least remarkable parts of the comedy which has been enected. The 
opening scene, when the trusted and skilful leader of the opposi- 
tion to the Bill not only withdrew his opposition but actually took 
in the framing of a compulsion Bill, was a remarkable trans- 
ormation—not, it must be admitted, so much on the part of 
Mr. Laxz, who had never concealed his approval of the 
poe of registration of title, as of the solicitors who weakly 
ed his lead. But this again has been surpassed by the 
action of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society. After 
cookies to the Bill—and if our recollection of a deputation to 


Chancellor is correct, going a great deal further than | Eq 


assenting to it—and refusing to move a finger to help the York- 
shire law societies in their successful attempt to improve the 
measure by limiting its operation, the Council have at last 
thrown aside the time-serving policy which so greatly dis- 
credited them last year, and have boldly declared against the 
Act; for, whatever may be said, this is the real meaning of 
their communication to the London County Council, and if the 
majority had been allowed to express their views this would 
have been stated. Now comes the final, and not the least 
curious, of these bewildering transactions. No sooner have the 
Council come to their right minds about the Act, and given 
vent (to some extent) to their dislike to it, and attempted to pre- 
vent its application, than the Yorkshire societies proceed to 
sternly censure the council for not keeping silence about the 
Act, and for hindering it from coming into operation ! 





Or course the above, though literally accurate, is not in 
substance a correct representation of the attitude of the York- 
shire societies. Their contention was stated with much clear- 
ness and moderation by Mr. Mipptzron at the recent meeting of 
the Incorporated Law Society. They say that the reply of the 
Council was made in the interest of London solicitors alone ; it 
was intended to prevent London from being the corpus vile for 
the experiment, and as one of the Ridings of Yorkshire would 
notoriously be selected if the application of the Act to London 
was negatived, the reply was tantamount to sacrificing York- 
shire to London. We do not think that anyone can accuse us 
of want of sympathy with the Yorkshire solicitors ; but we must 
confess that we do not find anything in the debate at the recent 

to alter the opinion we expressed at the time the reply 
was sent in by the Council. It must be remembered that while 
in most country districts there are separate law societies to look 
after the interests of the local solicitors, London, with its enor- 
mous body of solicitors, has no representative body but the Incor- 
porated Law Society. Hence, when a question with regard to a 
matter most seriously affecting the interests of London solicitors 
was put to the Oouncil by the London County Council, we do not 






be applied to on, the views of London solicitors should © 
determine the nature of the reply; just as if the question sub. 
mitted to the Council had been whether the Act should be” 
applied to Yorkshire, the views of the Yorkshire law societies — 
ought to regulate the reply. The question is a local one, and 
is to be decided by local professional opinion. And we think 
that if the application of the Act to London were negatived, it” 
would make it all the easier to get its application to Yorkshire 
finally and definitely negatived at once, while, if the experiment 
is tried in London, Yorkshire will have the prospect of @ 
vigorous attempt being made three years hence to extend the 
operation of the Act to their district. 













Tue decision of Sriutwe, J., in Jennings v. Jennings (re- 
a elsewhere) is an interesting application of the principle 

id down by the House of Lords in Zrego v. Hunt (44 W. R; 
225; 1896, A.C. 7). It is an established rule that a man upon 
selling the goodwill of his business does not by the mere sale 
debar himself from starting in the same line of business again, | 
and he may set up his new business, if he ch next door / 
to the business which he just given up (see per . 

0, in Churton v. » Johns. p. . To prevent this 
it is necessary for the purchaser to protect himself by ex- 
age? covenants. However a such conduct may 

, it is practically impossible for the courts to interfere, for 
it would be necessary to supply the omission of the parties 
and to specify a definite limit within which the starting of a 
rival business shall not be permitted. It has never been 
ne that either equity or morals require the vendor to 
refrain altogether from starting in businessagain. But though 
the vendor is, in the absence of a restrictive covenant, at libert 
to begin a new business and “—— for custom to the public, it 
is a very different matter when he takes to soliciting the 
customers of the old firm. In Zabouchere v. Dawson (L. R. 18 
. 822) Lord Romizty was clear that such conduct was an 
unlawful infringement of the goodwill which had been sold, 
and though the law as laid down by him was overruled by the 
Court of Appeal (Pearson v. Pearson, 32 W. R. 1006, 27 Oh. D, 
145), it was restored by the House of Lords in Zrego v. Hunt. 
The prohibition upon soliciting customers, however, springs 
only from the relation of vendor and purchaser, and does not 
bind a person who is not immediately interested in the former 
capacity. Hence where a. trustee in bankruptcy sells 
goodwill of the bankrupt’s business, the bankrupt is thereby 

laced under no restrictions ( Walker v. Mottram, 19 Oh. D. 355). 

n the recent case of Jennings v. Jennings there was no sale in 
the ordinary manner, but an action brought by one partner, 
A., against the other partner, B., was settled upon the terms 
(inter alia) that judgment should be entered for A. for £1,200, 
and that the partnership should be dissolved and the assets 
retained by B. Subsequently A. claimed to be entitled to 
solicit the customers of the business, but Stir.ine, J., held that, 
inasmuch as the order was made by consent, it was equivalent} ~ 
to a sale, and since “ assets” was wide enough to include good- 
will, the rule in Zrego vy. Hunt applied. 





Tue pecision of Wricut, J., in Re New British Iron Co, 
(Limited) (reported elsewhere), following that of Kay, J., in Re 
Dale & Plant (Limited) (43 Oh. D. 255), establishes that directors 
are entitled to prove in the winding-up of a company for arrears of 
fees due to them. ‘A provision which has sometimes been thought 
to militate — this result is contained in section 38 (7) of the 
Companies Act, 1862, According to this no sum due to any mem- 
ber of a company in his character of member is to be deemed to be 
a debt of the company payable to such member in a case of com- 
petition between invest and any other creditor not being & 
member of the company. Obviously this only prevents the ~ 
directors from proving for sums due to them in their character | ~ 
of members of the company, though it is a ible argument ~ 
that where the director is bound to be a member he really takes 
his fees on the ground of membership and so in his character as 
member. According to the head-note to Ex parte Cannon (30 
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Ch. D. 629), it was there held that in a com 
regulation a director’s fees were excluded fa 


in the main to have relied on the fact that the directors, when 


acting in that capacity, were no more than working members of 


the company. From first to last, he said, while they are sittin 
as directors they are doing their work in the capacity o 
members, and working members, of the company. In Dale & 
Plant (Limited), however, Kay, J., declined to follow the above 
case where arrears of salary due to a managing director were in 
question, and Wricnut, J., has now declined to follow it in the 
case of ordinary directors. Kay, J., supported his judgment 
by the consideration that the managing director had been 
appointed on account of his special knowledge of the company’s 
business. But in fact the question depends solely on the 


them as member or no? Obviously it would seem that he does 
not, or the company’s profits would have to be distributed in 
fees instead of in dividends. He takes them in a narrower 
capacity than that of member, and since the statute has not 
excluded him he is entitled to prove in the winding-up. 





Tue PopuLaR but erroneous maxim, ‘finding, keeping,” 
very frequently brings persons into trouble. Those who find 
and keep often learn, to their surprise, that the law regards 
them as thieves. There is, of course, some truth in the old say- 
ing, for if a chattel is entirely abandoned by the owner, it is 
quite certain that the finder has a right to keep it. Also where 
the owner is unknown and cannot be found, it is clear that the 
finder has a good right to the thing as against the rest of the 
world. When, however, a thing is found under circumstances 
which shew that it was not abandoned by the owner, but, on the 
contrary, that it was lost by mischance, the rights, duties, and 
liabilities of the finder become often rather complicated. It is 
well established that if the finder knows at the time of finding 
who the owner of the thing is, but nevertheless dishonestly 
determines to keep the thing, he is guilty of larceny, as also he 
is if there are marks on the thing, or other circumstances con- 
nected with the finding, which point out the owner. It does 
not appear from reported decisions that the finder is bound, in 
the ste of knowledge or indications. of the ownership, to 
take active steps to discover the owner. In a case, however, 
tried recently before Mr. Curtis Bennett at the Marylebone 
police-court, that magistrate laid down the law in words which 
seem to go beyond any ruling of the High Court. He is 
reported to have said that any person finding anything must use 
reasonable diligence to discover the owner before he could 
regard it as his own property, and that to fail to try and find 


the owner and to appropriate the property to his own use was | P* 


tocommit larceny. This is probably excellent morality, but it 
does not appear to be good law, nor in accordance with any of 
the numerous decisions of the High Court on the subject. In 
R. v. Thurborn (1 Den. ©. C. 387), the case that is usually 
spoken of as the leading case on the subject, the judges said that if 
a finder take the thing, meaning at the time to keep 














believing that the owner Ce arc and that 
whether the finder has such belief m hewn Y: 
of hid-previous acquaintance with the ownership of the particu 
tel, the place where it is found, or the mai upon it. In 
Omé Cases Ould De a int ; 1m o ner a): only atte: 


a ee 
woutd ne the thing, as an honest 

time of taking it.”” The facts of the case were that the prisoner 
had picked tp a bank-note on the high road. There was no 
mark on the note, and no other circumstances to shew to whom 


it belonged. Shortly afterwards, however, he discovered the 
owner, but nevertheless he ap «gyn the note to his own use, 
as he meant to do when he pk it up. It was held that, as 
the first taking was not felonious, there being nothing then to 
thew that the owner could be found, the subsequent conversion 
did not amount to larceny. This case has often been followed 


with such a 
competition 
with outside creditors, and though some stress is laid in the 
judgment of Pzarson, J., on the special form of the articlt) 
under which the directors took their remuneration, yet he seems 
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U.U. 580) JERVIS, U.J., said: “ finding of the jury is that 
the notes were lost, that the prisoner did not know the owner, 
but that it was probable that he could have traced him. He 
was not bound to do that.” The authorities, therefore, seem to 
-~ a long way short of Mr. Ovrtis Bewnerr’s ruling, that the ‘ 
finder of a thing is bound to take active steps to discover the 

owner in order to avoid risk of a conviction for larceny. Such 

a decision is obviously inconsistent with the leading case. 





Tux question how far a medical man is bound to regard as 
strictly confidential information he may obtain in the practice 
of his profession, came v minently before the public not 
long ago in connection with the Kitson v. Playfair libel case. 
Some attention has again been called to the subject by the pro- 
ceedings at a recent inquest. The deceased was taken into 
Guy’s Hospital suffering from a severe stab, and there died of 
the wound. On the day he died a woman surrendered to the 
police, and admitted that she had stabbed the deceased. This 
was the first the police heard of the occurrence, and inquiries 
were immediately made at the hospital, but the man had just 
died. As the fatal wound was one which could not in all pro- 
bability have been self-inflicted, the coroner and the jury 
expressed opinions that the hospital authorities should have com- 
municated at once with the police. This view was er 
opposed by Dr. Pzxry, the medical superintendent of the 
hospital. He stated that it was the custom at the hospital not 
to give information to the police unless the injured person was 
desirous of so doing. He gave as a reason for this that cases 
of attempted suicide are v common ; that this is a crime; 
and that if it were known ifa suffering from @ 
self-inflicted injury were taken to the hospital information 
might be given to the Lig such person would certainly not 
be brought to the hospital, and might die for want of proper 
treatment. He therefore thought a hospital ought to be known 
as a place where no questions were ask The Lancet concurs 
heartily in this opinion as to what should be the proper attitude 
of hospital authorities in such cases, and approves of the conduct 
of the surgeons who attended the case. The journal says: 
“‘ We consider that Dr. Perry and the house acted in 
the only way in which they could have done either from the 
int of professional rectitude or that of expediency. It would 
a sorry day for hospitals if it came to be known that they, 
were, in addition to their health-giving functions, the portals to 
a criminal dock; and although the tion, detection, and 
punishment of crime are matters which every good subject . 
ought to have at heart, such are not the objects for which 
itals were founded, nor are their officers to be regarded as 
agents of the law.” We certainly agree with our contem y 
and we think that it would be most injurious, both to the medi- 
cal profession and to the hospitals, if doctors were to voluntarily 

ive information to the police of matters coming to their know- 
ies entirely in their professional capacity. 








In THE recent case of Brune v. James (ante, p. 214), which was 
an appeal from a county court in an action of trespass for £2 
damages and an injunction, a preliminary objection to the hear- 
ing of the appeal was taken by the plaintiff--namely, that as the 
claim did not exceed £20, leave to a: should have been first 
obtained from the earn be ges: Ri . It was, however, held 
“by the Divisional Court that, e defendant was only appeal- 
ing against an injunction, and not — the damages, he 
might with his appeal without leave. This decision is, 
it is submitted, very difficul pak ym 
having regard to what was decided in 

W. R. 148, 4 Q. B. 491)—namely, 

plains of actual damage, ju 
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tince, though sometimes with reluctance, and has always been 
considered binding on the High Oourt. In the case of 2. v. 











alters the character of the action, which remains an 
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tort, and, as such, is, therefore, we submit, wholly governed, so 
far as the right of appeal is concerned, by section 120 of the 
County Courts Act, 1883 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 43), which on this 
subject provides as follows—namely, ‘that there shall be no 
appeal in any action of contract or tort, other than an action of 
ejectment or an action in which the title to any corporeal or inoorporeal 
Lpatienent shall have come in question, where the debt or damage 
claimed does not exceed twenty pounds unless the 
judge shall think it reasonable and proper that such appeal 
should be allowed, and shall grant leave to appeal.” 


ig k-?O So = 
ORDER 14 AND THE SUMMONS FOR DIRECTIONS. 


In a previous article on the subject of the new order 30 (ante, 
p- 194) we mentioned incidentally a point which has occasioned, 
and is occasioning, much perplexity among practitioners. When 
leave to defend is given under order 14, what is the plaintiff's 
p%ition as to the requirement imposed upon him by ord. 30, r. 
1? We were unable on that occasion to discuss this point fully, 
and it is one which is so open to argument, which casts the 
shadow of uncertainty over such a large number of cases, and 
which is apparently so far removed from any prospect of 
authoritative determination, that we propose now to consider it 
somewhat fully. 

As a preliminary observation, we may point out one peculiarity 
of procedure under the new order 30. The question whether in 
particular circumstances a summons for directions ought or 
ought not to be issued is one which it seems hardly possible can 
be brought before the court on appeal. If a summons 
for directions is issued and an order made thereon, the only 
P= em appeal is against the directions given. If a summons 

or directions is not issued, the defendant may apply to dismiss 
(ord. 30, r. 8), and upon that application the action may be 
dismissed or directions may be given. In any doubtful case the 
master would probably adopt the latter alternative, in which 
case appeal would only lie against the directions. It is only in 
the improbable contingency of an order to dismiss being made 
under that rule when the plaintiff had been right in not issuing 
the summons for directions, that the direct point whether or not 
such summons ought to have been issued could be raised before 
the Court of Appeal. It is therefore important to clear up, as 
far as possible, this question as to whether a summons for 
directions is necessary where leave to defend has been given 
under order 14. 

Ord. 30, r. 1 (4), pro ‘*=> -- follows: “Such summons (for 
directions) shall be takeu wu: \vy the plaintiff) after appearance 
and before the plaintiff takes any trosh step, other than applica- 


y 


ment under order 14, or to enter judgment in default of defence 
under ord, 27, r. 2.” 
A plaintiff, therefore, may issue a summons under order 14 
ef without taking out a summons for directions. We will assume 
that he does so, and that he fails under order 14, and that the 
defendant obtains leave to defend unconditionally and without 
any directions being given under ord. 14, r. 8. The question 
we are endeavouring to answer then arises. 

The first point is an easy one. The defendant having 
obtained leave to defend, is bound to deliver his defence within 
eight days from the date of fhe order (ord. 21, ¥. 8), and if he 
fails to do so and the plaintiff's claim is for a liquidated sum 
within ord. 27, r. 2, judgment may, under ord. 30, r. 1 (6) 
(supra), be entered against him without order. It appears, 
therefore, that in such a case the plaintiff should wait the 
expiration of the time for defence, and if none is delivered enter 
judgment in default. : 

The second point is not so simple. Let us suppose that the 
defendant does deliver his defence. How is the plaintiff to pro- 
ceed? By ord. 30, r. 1 (4), he is bound “in every action” to 
take out his summons for directions after appearance and before 
he ‘takes any fresh step in the action other than application 
- = for summary judgment under order 14.” He has made 
his application under order 14 and has failed; must he now 
revert to procedure under order 30, or can he proceed with the 
action without doing so, and deliver a reply, and go to trial ? 

We do not pretend to be able to give an authoritative answer 
to this somewhat open question, but it appears to us that the 





tion for an injunction, or for a receiver, or for summary judg- | 
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There is solid ground for supposing that when the Rule Oom- 
mittee inserted in ord. 30, r. 1, the exception as tu “ application 
for summary judgment under order 14” they intended to 
entirely relieve a plaintiff so proceeding from the necessity of 
issuing a summons for directions at any stage of the action. We 
base this supposition on the terms of ord. 14, r. 8 (a), which are 
as follows: ‘‘ Where leave, whether conditional or uncon- 
ditional, is given to defend, the judge shall have power to 
give all such directions as to the further conduct of the action 
as might be given on a summons for directions under order 30, 
and may order the action to be forthwith set down for trial.” 


defend without ordering summary trial or giving directions, it 
must be assumed that he does not think it a case for summary 
trial, and that neither of the parties asks for directions, and the 
master has not sufficient information to give directions without 
being asked. But in considering whether it was intended that 
such a case should again fall under order 30 we must bear well 
in mind that this power to give directions, under Order 14 and 
Order 30 combined, was actually ia the master’s hands when he 
gave leave to defend; and further, that defence having been 
ordered, the case does not actually pass out of the operation of 
order 14 until the time for defence has expired; and, more- 
over, that the order for defence is an important direction which 
impliedly carries with it the right of the plaintiff to deliver a 
reply. It appears, therefore, that a plaintiff suing by speciall 
indorsed w@rit_fo iquidated demand is not Sseail, where 
leave to defend is given under order 14, and defence , 
to issue a summons for directions. = = —— 
@ have dealt only with a specially-indorsed writ for a 

liquidated demand. We will now consider shortly the same 
oint when leave to defend is given under order 14 in an action 
or recovery of land. In this case, if no defence is delivered, 
the plaintiff cannot enter judgment in default. Ord. 30, r. 1 (4), 
only allows judgment to go in default of defence when the 
‘‘ plaintiff's claim is only for a debt or liquidated demand” 
within ord. 27, r.2. When the time for defence under order 
14, therefore, has expired, and no defence is delivered, what is 
the plaintiff’s course? Is he to apply for directions under 
order 30, or can he proceed at once to serve notice of motion 
| for judgment in default of defence? The argument here for 
| considering the action to have been taken completely out of 
| the scope of order 30 by the proceedings under order 14 is 
|not so strong. There is no defence delivered, and no right 
| to judgment in default. But, on the whole, it appears reason- 
able to suppose that the plaintiff may proceed irrespective of 
order 30. If we were right in assuming in the one case that 
in making an exception of proceedings under order 14 the Rule 
Committee intended that exception to apply to the whole sub- 
sequent course of the action, we are driven to the same assump- 
t ninthe other. There is the same power in both cases to 
give directions in giving leave to defend. The only difference 
is that in the case of a liquidated claim judgment in default 
follows as of course, and in the other case must be obtained on 
motion for judgment. 


It appears to us, therefore, that when once an action passes 
tailor order Li the plaint!i_ie in every case releas 
necessity of issui ny stage a summons for directions un 
Oe So Ae the nino ane ee Gandhaty adant that the pone 
Ts arguable, and that had it not been one which seems some- 
what removed from the probability of a judicial decision in 
eourt, we should have felt reluctant to express any opinion 
about it. We have discussed it at some length because it is the 
cause, as we have said, of some perplexity among practitioners, 
which ought if possible to be removed. 

















DISCLAIMER OF LEASEHOLD PROPERTY IN 
BANKRUPTCY. 
II. 
5. Leave to disclaim (continued).—It has already been stated! 
that, in giving to the trustee in bankruptcy leave to disclaim 
leasehold property burdened with onerous covenants, the court 


















When the master, as constantly happens, gives leave to 
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may impose terms as a condition of granting the leave, and ma 
also make orders as to fixtures, tenant’s improvements, oat 
other matters arising out of the tenancy; and it has been 
mentioned that, where the trustee has occupied the property 
with a view to the benefit of the bankrupt’s estate, he will not 
be allowed to disclaim except on the terms of paying rent for 
the period of his occupation. Unconditional leave been 
refused also where the trustee has acted for ies with 
opposing interests, and it is difficult to say what the real effect 

his occupation has been (2s Crowther, 4 Morr. 100). And 
where the relationship between the parties is really that of 
mortgagor and mortgagee, and the former is merely tenant under 
an attornment clause in the mortgage deed, this will be taken 
into account in considering whether terms ought to be im 
for the benefit of the Fad oye (Ez parte Tinink 22 Oh. D. 
$84). It was held under the Act of 1869 that the leave of the 
court was simply a matter as between the trustee and the court, 
and that the failure to obtain leave did not invalidate the dis- 
claimer as between the trustee and the landlord (Reed v. Harvey, 
5 Q. B. D. 184; see Ex parte Ladbury, 17 Oh. D. 582). But the 
requirement of leave, which formerly only de ed upon a 
bankruptcy rule, has now been introduced into the statute; and 
since the trustee is, except as expressly provided, not entitled to 
disclaim without leave, and by rule 320 of the present Bank- 
ruptey Rules a disclaimer of the lease without the leave of the 
court is void, it would seem that at the present time it has no 
effect even between the trustee and the landlord. 

It appears that the court, in considering whether leave to 
disclaim should be granted, will have re only to the ques- 
tion whether the disclaimer will be for the benefit of the persons 
interested in the administration of the bankrupt’s estate, and 
not to collateral considerations such as the possible injury which 
the disclaimer may inflict upon third parties (Zx parte Hast and 
West India Dock Co., 17 Oh. D, 759), though previously to this 
decision it had been held that the trustee ought not to disclaim 
to the prejudice of an equitable mortgagee of the lease by 
deposit (Hx parte Buxton, 15 Oh. D. 289). But the contradic- 
tion seems to be only nominal, for if the mo ee wishes to 
prevent disclaimer he can take an assignment of the lease, and 
covenant to indemnify the trustee (Zr parte Buxton). The 
granting of leave to disclaim is a matter within the discretion of 
the court, and therefore not strictly appealable; and on this 

und leave to appeal to the House of Lords has been refused 
Ex parte East and West India Dock Co., supra). This considera- 
tion, however, does not absolutely bar an appeal, though if an 
appeal is brought it must be done before the disclaimer has been 
executed. After such execution the lessor’s title is complete, 
and - — will not - nee Woods, 3 Oh. D. 459), 
even for the purpose of getting conditions imposed (Zz parte 
Sadler, 19 Oh. D. 122). The proper course is for the come in- 
tending to appeal to apply for a stay of proceedings pending 
the appeal. 

Formerly it was held that the period within which the trustee 
could disclaim might be extended by the court under the 
general power of section 104 (4), but only upon good grounds, 
and the trustee was put upon such terms as to payment of rent 
and of interest on mortgages as would prevent other parties 
being prejudiced (Re Price, 138 Q. B. D. 466). In Ex parte Paterson 
(il Ch. D, 908), where the trustee had in no way interfered 
with the property, and the bankrupt had remained in pos- 
session, the trustee was allowed to disclaim after three years, all 
pon being before the court. The Act of 1890, in extending 

@ period of three months to twelve months, at the same time 
expressly provided that such substituted period might be 
extended, and in Re Baker (8 Morr. 116) leave was given after 
the lapse of six years, there being no evidence that the land- 
lord had sustained any damage by the failure to disclaim before. 
A trustee applying for leave to disclaim may include several dis- 
tinct properties in the same application, so long as there is one 
landlord or other chief respondent who is affected by the whole 
application, although there are other respondents who are 

ected only by part of it (Re Whitaker, 21 Q. B. D, 261). The 
court, before granting leave to disclaim, may require such 
notices to be given to persons interested as it shall think may 


section 55 (3) ). A notice of motion for leave to disclaim may 


served out of the jurisdiction on persons whose interests are 





ood rg Bip ogg ts red path sy ne dine < dl Br 
application e trustee are the costs of a under 
the Act (Bankru tey Rules, r. 339), and, as a general rule, are 
payable out of the estate (Re Proctor, 8 Morr. 251). 

6, Application to the trustee to decide as to disclaimer.—The 

trustee’s right to disclaim under section 55 will be lost if any 
n interested in the property applies to him to decide as to 
isclaiming, and if the trustee omits to give notice of his deci- 
sion for twenty-eight days after receipt of the application, or 
such extended period as may be allowed by the court. The 
eer may ef, te by _ a . tt ie in 

@ property parte Mackay, 14 . D, 401). It is not 
enough that the application has been posted; it must be 

y received by the trustee, though ordinarily posting is 
presumptive evidence of receipt (Rerd v. ro 5 Q. B.D. 
184), To obtain an extension of the period of twenty-cight 
days the trustee should apply to the court before that time has 
expired (Re Richardson, 16 Oh. D., 613), unless there are special 
circumstances to excuse the delay i ~ Lovering, 9 Oh. 
586), or unless the person giving by entering into 
negotiations, waived his right to a y within the statutory 
time (Zx parte Moore, 2 Oh. D. 802). mere fact that the 
landlord has compelled payment of @ year’s rent in advance 
is not a ground for enlarging the period of twenty-eight days 
(Re Richardson, supra). 

7. Vesting Orders—As already observed, the effect of dis- 
claimer is to leave a gap between the lessor and the 
who through the bankrupt have become interested in the lease. 
As regards the bankrupt and his trustee, the lease is at an end, 
but save for this pu the rights and liabilities of other 
persons are not aff (section 55 (2)). In order to avoid the 
inconvenience of this state of things sub-section (6) provides 
that an order may be made vesting in some defined person the 
lease which by the disclaimer has been set at large. The 
application for such an order may be made (a) by any n 
Fe g an interest ‘‘in the disclaimed p »” or (6) by any 

under any liability in respect of it which is not dis- 
charged by the Act. The pro may be vested in (i.) any 
person entitled thereto, or (ii.) to whom it may seem just that 
the same should be delivered by way of compensation for such 
liability ; and the vesting order is made upon such terms as the 
court thinks just, subject, however, to the specific directions as 
to terms contained in the proviso to the sub-section. 

Of the two classes of ms who may apply for a vesting 
order to be made, no difficulty has arisen wi to the 
second. Persons may be under liability in respect of the dis- 
claimed pro , because they have, as sureties or otherwise, 
become liable for rent or upon the covenants in the lease, and 
their right to apply for a vesting order is clear. But with 

to persons claiming an interest in the disclaimed pro- 

perty, great doubt at one time existed whether this class in- 
cluded the lessor. In at oe Turquand (88 W. R. 752, 14 
Q. B. D. 405) Cave, J., took what seems primd facie to be the 
technically correct view that the “ disclaimed ” is the 
term of years, and since in this the lessor has no interest he 
cannot apply for a vesting order. But in Ex parte Shilson (36 
W. R. 187, 20 Q. B. D, 848) the same judge, concurring with 
A. L. Sura, J., gave, on further consideration, a contrary 
opinion, and his more mature judgment was confirmed by the 
Court of Appeal in Re Finley (87 W. RB. 6, 21 Q. B. D. 475), 
“It is obvious,” said Linpizy, L.J., “ that a lessor is very much 
interested in the observance by the lessee of the covenants and 
conditions contained in the lease, and that he has a very sub- 
stantial ‘interest in the disclaimed property,’ in whatever sense 
ou take the expression.” Possibly passage does not 
indicate a very strict adherence to the | = meaning of the 
phrase, but at any rate the rule in Re Finley is now perfectly 
settled, and the lessor may apply to have a order * 
He may give notice of ap as soon as he is served with 
notice of the trustee’s motion to gece, Braet 7 a general rule 
he ought to have his order if he brings himself wi the sec- 
tion (Re Britton, 61 L. T. 52). It is for the judge who hears 
the case to decide whether an affidavit or other evidence is 


ecessary (tid.). 
yyy Ae which the ing order is to be made are to 





a considerable extent specified by the proviso to sub-section (6). 


———wy 
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It is not to be made in favour of an under-lessee or mortgagee 
by demise claiming under the bankrupt ‘‘ except upon the terms 
of making such person subject to the same liabilities and obliga- 
tions as the bankrupt was subject to under the lease in respect 
of the property at the date when the bankruptcy petition was 
filed.” A mortgagee or under-lessee declining to accept an order 
upon these terms is to be excluded from all interest in and 
security upon the property. In this case the court may vest the 
lease in any person liable to perform the lessee’s covenants 
either personally or in a representative character, freed and dis- 
charged from all incumbrances and interests created by the 
bankrupt. If there is no person so liable who takes a vesting 
order, it seems that the proceedings terminate with the refusal 
of the under-lessee or mortgagee to come in. They are quite 
excluded, and the lessor, without any vesting order, takes the 
property free from the lease and all interests under it created by 
the bankrupt. 

If, however, the under-lessee or mortgagee chooses to take a 
vesting order, he can only do so upon the terms just stated. 
In Re Finley (supra) the question was raised, but not decided, 
whether the effect of the proviso was to make the person in 
whom the property was vested liable as an original lessee, or 
only as an — (see 21 Q. B. D., p. 487). In order to remove 
the doubt and leave the court a free hand in the matter, it was 
enacted by section 13 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, that the 
court might modify the terms, so as to make the person in 
whose favour the vesting order is made subject only to the same 
liabilities and obligations as if the lease had been assigned to 
him at the date of the filing of the ay 704 petition. It 
has been held, however, that this power is to be exercised only 
under special circumstances, and in general the vesting order 
should require the person in whose favour it is made to take 
upon himself the burdens of the unperformed obligations, both 
past and future, to which the bankrupt was liable (Re Walker, 
72 L. T. 330). The mortgagee cannot escape liability either to 
take a vesting order or to be altogether excluded by assigning 
to a nominee who holds in trust for him (Re Smith, 25 Q. B. D, 
536). 

8. Proof for injury done by the disclaimer.—By sub-section (7) 
of section 55 any person injured by the operation of a disclaimer 
is to be deemed to be a creditor of the bankrupt to the extent of 
the injury, and may accordingly prove the same as a debt under 
the bankruptcy. The measure of the damages, so far as the 
rent is concerned, will be the difference between the rent due 
under the lease for the residue of the term and the rent now to 
be obtained (Re Liynvi Coal Co., 7 Ch. 28), and it will include 
also the sum required to leave the property in the same state as 
if the covenants had been properly performed. But where the 
lease is determinable at any of several periods, the damages will 
be assessed on the footing that it would have been determined 
at the earliest of such periods (Zz parte Blake, 11 Ch. D, 572). 
If the lease has been made to partners as joint tenants, and the 
partners are bankrupt, the lessor can prove against the separate 
estate of each partner, though it has been doubted whether he 
can prove against the joint estate (Zr parte Corbett, 14 Ch. D. 
122), 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 


THE LAND TRANSFER ACT, 1897. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 


Sir,—To some of us who for the last ten years have been fighti 
against the measure introduced year after year by successive Govern. 
ments to compel recourse to the Land Registry on all future sales of 
land there is something positively comic in the list of public bodies, 
great companies, and eminent es who have intimated t 
the London County Council their dislike to the application ef the Ag 
to London. 

During the long and weary fight that has been waged against the 
various d Transfer Bills, or ratker against the compulsory 
clauses they contained, none of the great companies or personages 
who are now awaking to the consequences of the Act have given any 
assistance to the opponents of the measure, and the profession has 
been left to wage the battle almost unaided. 

If Lord Portman and some members of the Ecclesiastical Com. 
mission would only have pointed out to the House of Lords thoge 
consequences of the introduction of compulsory registration which 
are now brought to the notice of the county council ; if the Buildi 
Societies’ Association and the great railway companies had used 
influence to enlighten the House of Commons as to the objections 
entertained to the proposed legislation, compulsory registration of 
title would long since have disappeared from the programme of any 
party or section of a = a But, as is the case with so many other 
matters, it was impossible to get persons outside the profession to 
take any interest in the subject—they would declare it was a matter 
that did not concern them, and which they did not understand, nor 
did they want to understand. 

The result, however, of the labours of the opponents of the measure 
has been the passing of an Act which we whose property is outside 
the metropolis can contemplate with perfect equanimity, seeing that 
it cannot be put in force in more than one district unless asked for 
by the county council of any county that may desire it, and I don't 
think we need greatly dread the action of the county councils 
throughout England; and as Middlesex or some part of it seems 
pretty certain to be the corpus vile selected for the experiment, we 
in these parts console ourselves with the belief that Middlesex pro- 
perty isso valuable and Middlesex landowners so rich that they will 
easily survive the experience, painful though it may be, of this costly 
and troublesome experiment at their expense. 

But, after all, why has it been so readily assumed that the princi 
sufferers by the system of compulsory registration of title, and of 
transfer by entry on the register, will be the solicitors? That the 
scheme is wrong and mischievous I hold as strongly as ever I did, 
and I believe it is opposed to the best interests of the profession ; but 
I think so only because I maintain, and always have maintained, 
that the interests of the general public are identical with those of 
their lawyers. If the Act were generally adopted throughout the 
country the persons who would be the principal losers would be the 
landowners, especially the small holders of land, for whom a simple 
and inexpensive system of transferring land is almost a necessity. 

The old-fashioned costs of conveyancing are gone with the ancient 
forms, and no scales of remuneration will prevent ordinary instru- 
ments such as conveyances and mortgages being prepared at very 
nominal charges. 

In these days when joint-stock banks keep their own forms in 
stock and the manager prepares the great majority of the simpler 
securities that are taken, and when it has become so much the practice, 
in some districts at all events, for the vendor’s solicitor, on a sale 
auction, to offer to prepare the purchaser’s conveyance for a 
and very trifling fee, that one of the recent collections of precedents 
contains a form of condition embodying such an offer, solicitors 
cannot expect the same income from the preparation of instruments 
dealing with the transfer of land that they earned in the days when 
titles covered hundreds of sheets of abstract, and conveyances and 
mortgages were of the length dear to the draftsmen of the olden 
time. I myself believe that the actual remuneration of a solicitor ten 
or twenty years hence for the conveyance of landed property will be 
found to be larger where the title is registered than where it is not, 
and I don’t think it will be found any easier to dispense with the 
services of a trained lawyer when dealing with registered than when 
disposing of istered realty. The cost of the conveyance will of 
course be largely increased, and the sufferers will be the vendor and 
purchaser, indirectly also, to some extent, the solicitor, as the costs 
will tend to lessen the number of transactions. 

But apart from this, if compulsory registration of title ever 
becomes general, it will open up a fresh field for the conveyancers of 
the next generation. I had a conversation recently with an American 
lawyer who told me he had had a large experience in practical con- 
veyancing in many States of the Union where registration of titles to 
real estate was in full operation, and that it is the existence of that 
system that enables the lawyers to live, The titles get encumbered 
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with clouds, and the clearing of these clouds is exceedingly remunera- 
tive to the practitioner, if costly and tiresome to the landowner, and 
my informant added that he had been somewhat surprised to learn 
that in England the establishment of a complete system of on 
tion had been so vigorously opposed by the profession. His informa- 
tion confirms my own little experience of dealings with land in 
America, and there is no doubt that the same thing would ha 

in England. Charges on land will get regi » an when paid of 
will not be properly discharged, inhibitions and restrictions will cloud 
the title, and all kinds of disputes and questions will arise from time 
to time as to the proper persons to be regi on the devolution of 
the property, the proper form of the restrictions and inhibitions, and 
numerous other matters of the same sort. 

Perhaps I ought hardly to occupy your space with remarks such as 
these, but it is well that those of us who, injaddition to our professional 
interest in the matter, have some concern in it as owners of land, 
should keep in mind the troubles that are in store in the districts on 
which the compulsory clauses may be inflicted, and the litigation, 
delay, and expense that will be occasioned, especially where, as will too 
frequently be the case, the registry is ignored and equitable interests 

w up around a title, giving rise to all kinds of questions of 
riority, and when fees are raised, as they most certainly will be— 
statute, if necessary—to make the registries pay. H. 

Hereford, Jan, 31. 


[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—-The opponents of this Act object to it mainly on the ground 
that the expense and delay of transferring land on a sale will be 
increased rather than diminished by the Act. Whether these 
objections are well founded or not seems to me to depend in some 

gmeasure, and probably in no small measure, upon the general rules 
to be made in pursuance of section 22 under section 106 of the Land 
Transfer Act, 1875. These rules have not yet been published, 
although the Act received the Royal Assent on the 6th of August 
last, and although notice was given of the intention to apply the Act 
to the county of London on the 19th of November last. The delay 
in this respect leads one to fear that officialism is not about to belie 
its character for tardiness, while at the same time the non-publica- 
tion of rules will render it impossible for the members of the county 
council to decide the important question of the application of the 
Act to the county of London, or a part of it, with knowledge of 
all that their decision will involve. 

I have been requested by the directors of one of the principal 
banks in the City of London (whom I have the honour of advising) 
to make a report to them in regard to the effect of the Land Transfer 
Act upon that portion of their business which consists in advancing 
money on deposit of title deeds, and feeling, as I do, that the rules 
are a material adjunct to the Act, I have postponed my report now 
for some months in the expectation that the rules would be 
published. 

It seems to me now not unlikely that the Act may come into oper- 
ation in a county in which many of the properties on which m 
clients make advances are situated before I am in a position to tell 
them what course, in my opinion, they should adopt, and what alter- 
ations should be made in the documents of charge which they are in 
¥ habit of using. J. H. W. N, 

an, 31. 








THE LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL AND COMPULSORY 
REGISTRATION OF LAND. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—The report of the General Purposes Committee of the London 
County Council, issued last week, has a revelation to many who 
assumed, withou$ inquiry, that the Land Transfer Act, 1897, would 
cheapen and. simplify the transfer of property. 

The council deserves every credit for obtaining the views of bodies 
and classes interested before deciding on the proposal to experi- 
mentally adopt compulsory registration of title in the county of 
London. It was hardly foreseen, however, that the result would 
have shewn such a decisive consensus of opinion against the pro I. 

The council received in all fifty-seven communications, Of this 
number only thirteen favour the application of the Act to London, 
whilst the number against amounts to forty-four. The full 
significance of these numbers can, however, only be realized when 
the character of the replies and the bodies sending them are 
considered. 

The replies in favour are confined to twelve vestries or local bodies 
and one individual. The forty-four replies inst include twenty- 
one vestries or local bodies, the Institute of Bankers, the Building 
Bocieties’ Association, the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, the 
Auctioneers’ Institute, seven railway companies, amo them 
the London and North-Western, the Midland, the Great Western, 
and the Great Central, and also eight building and land societies, 





including the Birkbeck and the British Land Societies, who sent in 


ies on their own initiative. 

e reasons given for the ve decisions come to are almost 
entirely one-sided. Two only of the vestries who favour the 
experiment give a reason for their decision, but the reasons given on 
= — side are many and aan It would make too a 

emand on your space to set the arguments out at length, 
opponents of compulsion are almost unanimous in urging that the 
ery system would add seriously to the difficulty, se, and 

elay of dealing with perty, that the county of London is 
not a suitable county for a doubtful ir age having regard to 
the vast number of properties that would be affected and the value, 
——. and importance of the interests involved. 

e only plea on which a claim to apply compulsion can be 
founded is that compulsion is called for by and in the interests of the 
public and of ay om | owners. In the face of the sent in to 
the council it is y conceivable that any member, Moderate or 
Progressive, would care to incur the responsibility of allowing the 
Act to come into operation. Londoners will watch with unusual 
interest the proceedings at the special meeting to be held on the 15th 
of February. The vital importance of every member being in his 
place on that day will be understood when it is realized that the Act 
is so framed that if one-third of the members should for any reason 
not be present the meeting cannot be held, and in that case com- 

ulsory registration of title will take effect in London on the Ist of 
yaly next, J. 8, RUBINSTEIN, 
5, Raymond Buildings, Gray’s-inn, W.C., Jan. 31. 





THE FINANCE ACT, 1894. 
(To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I should be glad to know whether any of your correspondents 
can throw light on the following point : 

If duty on a death has been carefully agreed, assessed, and paid in 
respect of real estate (the office not employing a valuer, as it might), 
can payment of further duty be required after a sale at considerably 
higher prices than the values adopted ? 

he Act appears to provide for the office refunding duty if too 
much appears to have been paid, but it does not seem to contain any 
provision for paying further duty in case of undervaluation. Does 
not this shew that a death duty account honestly settled is not to be 
re-opened in favour of the office? If otherwise, parties would be 
liable to prove rise in value since the ing of the account, and be 
involved by accidental or unusual fav le circumstances. This 
would be particularly awkward to trustees who may have distributed , 
their estate or part of it, supposing they had settled the question of 
duty. 

The office sets up that their form of account states that the duty is 
paid ‘‘ on the basis of this account and subject to rectification if found 
necessary,” but this should surely refer to a possible mistake other 
than a question of valuation. The office is bound by the law, and if 
it means to apply such # qualification to values, the question arises, 
Is it entitled to do so? and during what period? What does 
** necessary ” mean ? H. 





[To the "ditor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—A. dies since the Finance Act ranges all his estate (realty 
and personalty) to his only son, who is also sole executor. 

On his death A.’s widow (not the mother of the son, she being a 
second wife) confronts the son with a marriage settlement which, in 
the events that have happened, settles upon her £2,000 at the 
testator’s death. 

The will does not refer to the settlement, and the son knew nothing 
of it. There were several years’ arrears of interest. In acting for 
the son in proving the will, I deducted the above sum and the interest, 
treating it as a debt due from the estate. 

The controller says such deduction was wrong and the son must 

ay estate duty upon it, and on looking at section 7 of the Act it 
oe so, The son can surely make the widow bear this additional 
duty notwithstanding section 14, 


It is wrong that a man should pay duty on an outgoing from 
the estate. m you or any one of your ers help me? Itisa 
gross case. A SUBSCRIBER, 

Feb. 1. 








Mr. Justice Bigham will preside 
Law Clerks’ which will take place at the King’s Hall, Holborn 


Restaurant, on Monday, the 23rd of May. 


Lieutenant-Colonel Coltman (late of the : 
been installed Worshipful Master of the Northern Bar Lodge of Free- . 
masons. z 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
ORDER OF CoURT. 

Monday, the 3ist of January, 1898. 


Whereas, the Honourable Mr. Justice Gorell Barnes has at my 
request consented to sit and act as an additional judge of the Chan- 
cery Division from the 2ad day of February, 1898, up to the 16th 
day of February, 1598, both inclusive. And, whereas, it is expe- 
dient that the following causes and matters assigned to Mr. 
Justice North, Mr. Justice Kekewich, and Mr. Justice Romer, 
should for the purpose only of hearing or of trial be heard or 
tried before such additional judge. Now I, the Right Honour- 
able Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor 
of Great Britain (with the consent of the President of the Probate, 
Divorce, and Admiralty Division), do hereby order that the 
several causes and matters set forth in the schedules hereto be 
accordingly transferred from the said Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice 
Kekewich, and Mr. Justice Romer, to Mr. Justice Gorell Barnes (as 
such additional judge of the Chancery Division) for the purpose only 
of hearing or of trial, and be marked in the Cause Books accordingly. 
And I do also order that such of the said causes and matters as 
remain undisposed of at the close of such sitting be re-transferred 
(without further order) to the said Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice 
Kekewich, and Mr. Justice Romer. And this order is to be drawn 
up by the registrar and set up in the several offices of the Chancery 
Division of the High Court of Justice. 


FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr, Justice North. 
1897. 
Wright v Long 1896 W 1,167 March 27 
Wortham v Smellie, jun 1897 W 237 March 29 
Coghlan v Cumberland 1896 C 3,518 April 1 
Morgan v Attenborough 1897 M 8 April3 
Willans v Wheable 1896 W 1,443 April 6 
Incandescent Gas Light Cold v Seligman 1897 I 10 
Heidemann v Smokeless Powder Cold 1896 H 2,375 
Hallett v Hallett 1897 H 71 April 10 
Lascelles, Tickner, & Cold v Burrell 1896 L 
Bacon v Wheable 1897 B 42 April 15 
Wilson v Wilson 1897 W 446 April 21 
Twyford v Twyford 1896 T 1,715 April 26 
SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Kekewich. 
1897, 
1897 L 1,653 Nov 20 
THIRD SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Romer. 
1897. 


H Clark & Son v Petrocokino 1896 C 3,154 April 9 
Petrocokino v H Clark 1896 P 2,648 April 9 
Curtice v General Press Cutting Assoc ld 1896 C 3,266 
Brownv Thorn Thornv Brown 1897 T 262 April 10 
Adams v Page 1896 A 1,341 April 14 
Armstrong v Lamb 1895 A 1,481 April 14 
Lee v Gordon, jun 1896 L 697 April 15 
Beswick-Darley v Myers 1896 B 3,130 April 23 
Farmer v R Scase & Son 1897 F 46 April 23 
Davis v Ohrly 1896 D 1,301 April 27 
Chambers v Page-Wood 1895 C 944 April 29 
Payne v Milward 1897 P 364 April 29 
Bailey v Barrington (North End Cement Syndicate ld) 1896 B 
4,905 May 10 
Spottiswoode v Kharaskhoma Exploration, &c, Syndicate (in liqui- 
dation) 1877 8S 439 May 20 


April 9 
April 9 


1,048 April 10 


Lubbock v Salt 


April 10 


MALssuRry, C. 
F, H. JEunE, P. 





The Dublin correspondent of the Times says that in the Chancery 
Division of the Irish High Court a peculiar question arose in the matter 
of Agnes Sinclair Cranston, deceased, which came before the Master of 
the Rolls for the opinion of the court on the effect of certain bequests in 
the will of the deceased lady to the London and Manchester Vegetarian 
Societies. The trustees had been advised that the vegetarian societies 
were not charities in point of law, ard that the gift to them was invalid. 
The plaintiffs desired to have the opinion of the court as to the bequests 
to the vegetarian societies, The Master of the Rolls held ‘that the 


were charitable societies, and that the bequest to them was 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. - 


Practice—Warit— Service —Derenpant Domicttep tn ScorLanp—AGRuge 
MENT THAT SERVICE AT AN ADDRESS WITHIN THE JURISDICTION SHALL BE 
Dexmep Goop Service—Orp. 9, rn. 2; orp. 11, Rn. 1 (8). 


This was an appeal from the refusal of Phillimore, J., to set aside the 
eervice of a writ of summons. The plaintiffs were corn merchants - 
ing on business at Liverpool. The defendant was a corn merchant 
ing at Leith, in Scotland, and carrying on business there undera firm 
name. By a contract in writing made at Leith the defendant agreed to 
sell to the plaintiffs a cargo of 14,000 units of Northern Spring wheat at 
27s. 6d. ag 480lbs. shipped. The contract, which was in the f 
adopted by the London Corn Trade Association, contained the follo 
terms—viz., that the buyer and seller agreed that, for the purpose of pro« 
ceedings, either legal or by arbitration, the contract should be deemed te 
have been made in England and to be perfornied there, and any dispute 
which might arise under the contract should be ecttled according to the 
law of oe oni the reese residence, or = of business of 
the parties might be or ome, and that any ty residing or carr 
on Secieees Scotland or Ireland should be cokailiieed Se ordi te 
resident or carrying on business at the office of the London Corn Trade 
Association, and that service of proceedings upon such party 
by leaving the same at the office of the London Oom 
Trade Association, together with the posting of a copy of 
such proceedings to the address in Scotland or Ireland of such 
party, should be deemed good service, any rule of law or equity to the 
contrary notwithstanding. The contract also contained, among the 
conditions endorsed thereon, a clause providing that disputes should be 
referred to arbitration, and that an award of an arbitrator or arbitrators 
should be final, subject to an appeal to the Committee of Appeal of the 
London Corn Trade Association. A dispute having arisen rend the 
parties in consequence of the defendant’s failure to deliver a cargo in 
accordance with the contract, the matter was referred to arbitration, and 
in the result an award was made by the Committee of aes adjudging 


that the sum of £7,371 83. 10d. was payable by the defendant to the plain- 
tiffs. The plaintiffs issued the writ in this action on the let of January, 
1898, clai payment of the above sum. The writ, which was an 


ordinary writ of summons for service within the jurisdiction, was served 
on the 3rd of January by being delivered to the secretary of the London 
Corn Trade Association at the office of the association in the city of 
London. On the let of January the plaintiffs’ solicitors wrote a letter to 
the defendant, directed to his addressin Scotland, saying that they were 
instructed to commence proceedings, and that, in accordance with the 
terms of the contract, the writ would be served upon the defendant by 
leaving the same at the office of the London Corn Trade Association. 
Phillimore, J., having refused to set the service aside, the defendant 
appealed. It was contended on his behalf that by virtue of ord. 9, r. 2, 
service of a writ within the jurisdiction could only be effected either by 

mal service or by substituted service in accordance with an order of 
the court or a judge. The parties had no power by agreement between 
themeelves to alter the rules as to service of a writ: British Wagon Co. v. 
Gray (44 W. R. 113; 1896, 1 Q. B. 35). Ord. 11, r. 1 (c) was clearly 
intended S — anyone 2 bri - = — oo breach of con- 
tract in the court it a endant domiciled or ordinarily 
resident in Scotland or Ireland. 

Tux Court (A. L. Surrn, Currry, and Cotiins, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. The plaintiffs, in order to bring the defendant, who was a domi- 
ciled Scotchman, iuto court, served him with a writ in the manner in 
which the defendant had agreed with the plaintiffs that he should be 
served. The question was whether the parties could lawfully make such 
an agreement. The case of Tharsis Sulphur and Copper Co. v. Société Indus- 
trielle et Commerciale des Metaux (38 W. R. 78, 60 L. T. N.S. 924) was an 
authority shewing that such an agreement might properly be made so long 
as it did not involve asking the court to do something which the rules 
expressly prohibited the court from doing. In British Wagon Co. v. Gray 
the court was asked to make an order for service of a writ out of the juris- 
diction in a case in which ord. 11, r. 1 (c), said that such an order could 
not be made. Here the court was not asked to make any order. The 
service of the writ in this case had been effected in the way in which the 
parties had by their agreement provided that it should be made. There 
was no rule prohibiting such an .—CounssL, McCall, Q.0., and 
Tindal Atkinson; Joseph Walton, Q.0., and L. Sanderson. Soxicrrors, 
Murray, Hutchins, § Stirling; Burton, Yeates, § Hart, for Tyrer, Keniom, 
Tyrer, & Simpson, Liverpool. 

[Reported by F. G. Rucxsr, Barrister-at-Law. | 


HOCKEY v, WESTERN. No.2. ist Feb. 7 


Mortcace—EaquirasB_e Inrergest—Tarusteze—Dvury to Pay to Morrcaces 
—Ruicut to Require Inpgemntry rrom MortcGacze—Action ny Mort- 
GAGEBE—Liaabiuity or Trusrezs to Pay COosts—ConveyANcinc AND 
Law or Propgrty Acr, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 41), s. 22, suBe 
SECTION 1 
This was an appeal from Kekewich, J., who, on the defendants’ under 

to pay into court two sum of £300 and £50, had dismissed the 





plaintiff’s action to have those sums paid to him. The plaintiff and ome 
Oliver Hay (deceased before action brought) were at one time members of 
the Southwark Freehold Land and House Property Association, ea 








Feb. 5, 1898) 
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MONTGOMERY, JONES, & CO. v. LIEBENTHAL & CO. No. 1. let 
Feb. 
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deed of the Ist of March, 1882, for the purchase of land in England. 
: . Tf the association. B 


a ee dae 1869 or po Basie to the plaintiff, by way 7 Seg 
e8 y to t , by way of mort- 
gage to secure the sum of £600 and interest thereon, a, alia) all the 
money paid rd Hay into the association and then stan 
therein, and the value of his share and all other A: any) his right, title, 
and interest in the association, and the benefit, advan’ emolu- 
ments arising from the same. In December, 1896, Hay died intestate. 
No legal personal representative was ever appointed. Iu Jan , 1897, 
the defendants furnished to the — a cash statement showing that 
the sum of £300 was due to Hay from the association, and subsequently 
itappeared that a further sum of £50 was due to him. By a resolution of 
the members of the ascociation the defendants were authorized to yey 
each member the sums due to him on the signature by him of a receipt in a 
certain form. The defendants alleged that they had notice that Hay’s 
estate was being wound up by his eon: that the plaintiff, notwith 
repeated requests, had refused to produce to them for perusal the 
e deed, and had also refused to furnish them with any account of 
the moneys still owing in respect of the m ; and that they, the 
defendants, were willing and had offered to the plaintiff to R se him so 
much of the eume owing to Hay’s estate as, upon yg, accounts 
between mortgagor and mortgagee, might be found to due to the 
plaintiff, and upon receiving from him a ong covenant of indemnity 
oon apy claims which might arise or be made upon them in respect of 
e eaid sums, or in respect of the association. The plaintiff, contendip 
that under cection 22 of the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 188 
(44 & 45 Vict. c. 41), the defendants were not concerned to inquire 
whether any money remained due under the mo es, but were bound 
to pay over the mortgaged property to the plaintiff, brought an action 
claiming payment accordingly, and sought to make the defendants pay 
the coste. Kekewich, J., decided, on the authority of Re Bell, Jeffery v. 
Sayles (44 W.R. 99; 1896, 1 Ch. 1), that the defendants were entitled to 


refuee to pay the money to the plaintiff until they should be furnished | sal 


with an account as between —er and mortgagee. His lordship 
therefore, on an undertaking by the defendants to pay the money into 
court, dismissed the plaintiff’s action. The plaintiff appealed. 


Tus Court (Linptey, M.R., and Riesy and Vavenan Wriuiams, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the _ 
Linpiey, M.R., said: Ido not think we need trouble you, Mr. Ren- 
shaw. This case is one of considerable importance to trustees and to 
mortgagees of equitable interests. But it strikes me that we should be 
going a great deal too far if we were to say that these trustees acted so 
unreasonably in declining to accede to the plaintiff's claim that they 
ought to be ordered to pay the costs of the proceedings instituted to 
enforce it. I take the law to be as it is laid down by the Court of Appeal 
in Re Bell, Jeffery v. Sayles (ubi supra). I think that that statement of the 
law is absolutely right; and therefore the only question of real impor- 
tance which we have now to consider is this: What is the effect of section 
22, eub-eection 1, of the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881? 
That sub-section contains words which go a little farther than i quite 
had in my recollection. I will read it: ‘‘The receipt in writing of a 
mortgagee shall be a sufficient discharge for any money arising under the 
wer of sale conferred by this Act, or for any money or securities comprised 
ahs mortgege, or arising thereunder ; anda person pa or 
A the same to the mortgagee shall not be concerned to ing 
) money remains due under the mortgage.”’ Well, then, g 
generally and shortly, that is now a statutory substitute for the power to 
give receipts which, before the Act of 1881, was commonly introduced 
to mortgages ; and the effect of that enactment must not be cut down. 
I take it it is quite plain that after that sub-section was enacted 
trustees of funds which are in mortgage are perfectly safe in 
paying the funds over to a mortgagee, and are not concerned 
to inquire whether “anything remains due on the mortgage. 
Certainly they are safe in doing that, if they act honestly and have no 
notice of anything wrong. But is it mieconduct if their suspicions are 
aroused by the circumstences, and if they say that they are not satisfied 
} a to pay to the mortgagee, even though there may be a strong 
| pro 
4 answer to them simply to say that they must not seek the protection of 
the court—must not pay the money into court under the "Trustee Relief 
Act—but must pay to the mortgagee. If that were soit would be a 
revolution in the law relating to trustees. That revolution has not yet 
taken place. It appears to me that the plaintiff's case is the moment 
that is admitted, or decided, which Kekewich, J., did d , and so far as 
I can judge ‘yf properly. Heeays: ‘‘I cannot see that there was | 
obligation on them (the trustees) to do it, and they would have been we 
advised that they should pay the money into court under the Trustee Act 
if there were any circumstances which made it reasonable for them to 
decline to be satisfied.” I think that is an end of this case. We hava 
not gone into the facts closely, but it appears to me that it is unnecessary 
to do more than state the position these gentlemen, the trustees, were in. 
The mortgagor was dead, and there was no legal personal representative ; 
and the trustees knew perfectly well that some cont was raised by 
aan ete sue acoye ry in his — They ber iy ~ a justified in 
saying that if they chose to pay to the mortgagee 8 a good 
diecharge, but that, having regard to all the circumstances of the par- 
ticular case, they did not intend to pay to the mortgagee, and preferred 
to have the protectitm of the court. The position taken up by the 
mortgagee, on the other hand, is that it was nothing to the trustees 
whether there was money due on the mortgage or not. The pare 
in short, claimed to stand upon his strict legal rights under the - 
veyancing Act, It would be going a great deal too far to say that the 


whether any 


bility, or even a certainty, of getting a proper discharge? It is no | the Easington 


the court in ho! them to be in the because did not doy 
that. The ap must therefore be Giemeed, at died witli 
costs 


Rion and Vavouan Wuuuwuss, L JJ., delivered jm ment to the same 
effect.—Counszt, Warrington, Q.0., and A. 
R. H. Spearman. Soxtcrtors, R. Chapman ; 


(Reported by R. C. Macxewziz, Barrister-at-Law.) 


MASON v. KEAYS, No. 2. 28th Jan. 


Paxtrrion—Sarz mx Liev or Partrrion—Practice—Panrties—Tsnant oF 
Unpivipgsp Morery Jorep as Derenpant—Parorgr anp Nacessary 
Derenpants —Partition Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vicr. c. 40), s. 4. 


This was an a) from a decision of Kekewich, J., who had dismissed 
the plaintiffs’ action for a sale, in lieu of partition, of certain 
land on the that the 


Keays. 

of claim that Keays had originally 

moiety of the premises, but that he had become bankrupt; and that 

Ravett ys that Keays had granted him a lease of undivided 

moiety of the premises. The action was brought under 

a phe Me re re a sale of the , and other 
e ce. t the necessary parties 

him as defendants, and dismissed the action. a 

Section 4 of the Partition Act, 1868, upon which the question 

error oy mB ween mi, ut be aadantat if the party 

passed, a decree for partition might have or 

parties interested, individually or collectively, t 

or upwards in the property to which the suit relates,’’ 

*‘ the court shall, unless it sees good reason to the contrary, direct a 
Tue Court (Ricsy, Currry, and Vavonan Writs, L.JJ.) allowed 

the appeal. 

Riesy, L.J., said: In this case an action is brought 

usual order for enquiries with a view to a sale instead of 

certain land. The plaintiffs appear to be the owners of one cctaily { 

leasehold premises which ae. wish to have sold ; 

make a primd facie case for a unless i 

the defendants to the action Soe Se the tenant of one undivided moiety 

of these leasehold premises for 

of all, then, is that tenant of an 

a partition action? I think undoubtedly he is. 

affected by partition. In place of 
ec tion. In 

he would eae by the 

I think the usual partition 


further evidence than is supplied by the pleadings. 
Currry and VavcHan Line y LJ. delivered fo to the same 
effect.—Counsg., Warrington, Q.C., and Wheeler ; 
and C. H. L. Keays; Cannot and R. 0. 
Gibson ; M. 8. Rubinstein; W. B. Glasier. 
[Reported by R. C. Macxzwziz, Barrister-at-Law.! 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 

SOUTH HETTON COAL 00. (LIM.) o. HASWELL, SHOLTON, AND 
EASINGTON COAL AND COKE 00. North, J. 2ist Jan. 
Practice—ReasonaBte Oavuss or Acrion—Rvuies or Supreme Court— 
Orpsu XXV. x. 4—Sremine ovr Srarement or Oxarm. 

These were two motions brought by two defendants to strike out the 
etianea oh kta Ge SS ere a es ——— 
was t for performance of an alleged contract by defen- 
dant rte neds tabton wee in liquidation 


ve uidator for the sale of 
and Undersea royalties. com: was also 
lessee of the Pespool royalties. The defendants were the , the 

, and Mr. Barwick, a purchaser. was in 





go 
trustees were bound to admit that contention. Thereis nothing to justify’ 
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Younger; Swinfen Eady, Q.C.;.Clare. Soxtcrrons, Crossman, Prichard, 
Prichard, § Block ; Botterell § Roche ; Flux § Leadbitter. 
[Reported by G. B. Hamrutow, Barrister-at-Law.} 


JENNINGS v. JENNINGS. Stirling, J. 28th Jan. 


Pantnsrsuip—Dissotution—Satz sy ONe Partner or THE ASSETS TO 
THE Ornen—Goopwitt—lInsunctTion To Restrain CANVASSING. 


This case raised an important question as to the rights and liabilities, 
after a dissolution of a partnership, of the former partners ; the question 
whether a partner who continued to carry on the firm’s business 
was entitled to restrain his former partner from canvassing the customers 
of the old firm. The partnership was entered into under articles dated the 
25th of January, 1896. In February, 1897, the present defendant com- 
an action against the present plaintiff in the Queen’s Bench 
Division, claiming a rescission of the partnership and damages on the 
ground of misrepresentation made by the present plaintiff to the present 
defendant. That action came on to be tried on the 22nd of November, 
1897, but was at once compromired upon the terms stated in the following 
certificate: ‘‘ By consent, the judge directed that judgment should be 
entered for the plaintiff for £1,200, to’ include costs, on the following 
t:rms: All charges of fraud withdrawn. The plaintiff to be indemnified 
as to all debts of partnership, and the —— to be dissolved, the 
defendant retaining the assets and allowing the pluintiff fourteen days to 
remove from the premises. The other action to Fe dropped. This in full 
settlement of all disputes.’’ Subsequently, the defendant issued a 
circular to the old customers stating that he intended to commence busi- 
ness and asking for orders. Thereupon the present action was brought, 
and this was a motion to restrain the defendant from canvassing the 
customers of the former business. 


Srirune, J., said that the injunction was claimed upon the authority 
of Trego v. Hunt (44 W. R. 225), in which it was decided that where the 
goodwill of a business was sold the vendor, although he might set upa 
rival » was not entitled to canvass the customers of the old 
business, and might be restrained from soliciting any person who was 
such a customer to continue to deal with the vendor, or not to deal with 
the purchaser. The obligation to refrain from canvassing the customers 
arose out of the ‘relation of vendor and purchaser. The first inquiry, 
therefore, must be whether the relationship of vendor and purchaser 
existed between the plaintiff and defendant, and in his lordship’s judg- 
ment that question mu:t be answered in the affirmative. The judgment 
was one by consent upon terms agreed and stated by the certificate. The 
case was not one of a dissolution and sale by the court, but of a dissolution 
. mutual consent, one of the terms being in substance a sale by the 
plaintiff of all his interest in the assets of the partnership for £1,200, 
aud indeed this was not disputed by the defendant. Next, was the 
defendant the vendor of the goodwill? He sold all his interest in the 
‘‘aseete’’ of the partnership. Goodwill was not expressly mentioned. It 
was not disputed that the word “‘ assets’’ included goodwill so far as it 
constituted property, but it was contended that the defendant was not 
such a vendor as to give rise to the obligation on which the plaintiff's 
title to an injunction rested. The word “‘assets’’ was a compendious 
expression for the aggregate of the several items of property belonging to 
the partnership. An agreement for the sale of such assets would in most 
cases bear the same construction and have the same effect as if the 
several items of property were specifically enumerated either in the body 
of the agreement or in a schedule annexed to it. There were, however, 
two cases binding on his lordship which were said to establish that this 
was not always so. His lordship then referred to the cases of 
Gray v. Smith (38 W. R. 310) and Pearson v. Pearson (32 W. R. 1006), and 
eaid tiat as to the point for decision neither of those cases covered the 
present. Gray v. Smith did not, for it related to the use of the trade 
name and not to the canvassing of customers. It was, however, an 
authority in favour of the defendant to this extent, that it decided that a 
contract for the sale of ‘‘ assets’’ generally did not always confer on a 
purchaser the same rights as one in which goodwill was specifically 
mentioned. Neither, again, did Pearson v. Pearson, for all the learned 
je relied on the terms of a clause, no equivalent to which was found 

e agreement with which his lordship had here to deal. It appeared, 
however, to be en authority in favour of the plaintiff sv far as it contained 
re ne of opinion by the majority of the Court of Appeal that, under 
a clause not substantially differing from the agreement now before the 
court, the defendant was not entitled to canvass customers: while the 
third member of the court (Cotton, L.J.) apparently was not of that 
t) m. It appearing, therefore, that in some cases a contract for sale 
of assets did not confer on a purchaser the same rights as if the items of 
which the assets consisted, andin particular the goodwill, were specificall 
enumerated, it became necessary to inquire in what cases this ha oseel. 
On a sale of property the parties did not in general contemplate the 
possibility of personal liabilities on the part of either cohtracting party 
arising otherwise than out of the contract itself. If then the pussheasr 
tried to use some part of the purchased property (such as the trade name) 
in euch a pon | as to throw on the vendor a liability not directly arising 
from the relation of vendor and purchaser, it might well be that he 
should not be allowed to do so unless he could point to something 
‘in the contract which justified his act over and above the mere 
dzecription of the subject-matter of the sale in general terms 
such as ‘‘ assets,’ ‘‘ interest,’’ ‘‘ property,’’ and the like On the other 
hand, if a vendor sought t» exonerate himeelf from a liability which 
would be the ordinary consequence of a sale of property comprised in the 
contract, his lordship thought that he ought not to be allowed to do so 
unless he could point to some express stipulation in the contract for sale 


factory ’’ means: (1) arly works, warehouses, . . . 
in part 1 of the fourth schedule to this Act. The fourth schedule, part 1, 
isas follows: ‘* Bleachi 
in which the processes of bleaching, 
nishing, hooking, lapping, and 

of any material, or the dressing or finishing r 
such procesees, or any process incidental thereto, are or is carried out.” 
The facts as to the 
dents carried on at their premises the business of makers up and 
which consisted exclusively of the hooking, lapp 

pac 
respondents received clo 
in the finished condition in which it was received from the manufacturers. 


both Gray v. Smith and Pearson v. Pearson. It was to be observed that ™ 
the obligation enforced in 7rego v. Hunt was not confined to goodwill, ~ 
but extended to other kinds of property. If, for example, the assetg~ 
sold by the defendant to the taintift had included a house which 
adjoined land belonging to the defendant, he could not, after the sale, 
build on his own land so as obstruct the access of light to the house which ~ 
he had sold. It was true that if the house commanded a sea view the 
defendant could not be restrained from b so as to shut out from ~ 
the house the view of the sea; but the reason was that the law did not” 
recognize any property in such a view, although it did recognize a right © 
to the access of light toa window. As the law recognized a property in 
goodwill, his lo p thought that the defendant by selling it came under 
an obligation not to do any act which would injure it, and amongst such 
acts was included canvassing of the old customers. His lordship then 
dealt with a further contehtion on behalf of the defendant—viz., that the 
word ‘assets’? ought not to be held to include more than would be 
ordered to be sold if the court were directing a sale for the purpose of’ 
winding up the partnership —but expressed no opinion upon the points to 
which it gave , and said that his present decision rested upon the 
following findings—viz., that the sale with which he had to deal was not a 
compulsory one made by the court, but was the subject of a voluntary 
agreement containing no express stipulation reserving to the defendant 
any right to carry on business. His lordship thought, therefore, that the 
defendant was subject to the ordinary obligations of a vendor, and that 
an injunction ought to be granted.—CounsgL, Rashieigh ; Butcher, Q.C., 
and Daniel Jones. Soxicrrons, Rashleigh, Son, § Hall; Boyce § Son. 
[Reported by W. Scorr Tompson, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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Winding-up Cases. 
Re NEW BRITISH IRON C0. (LIM), Ex parte BECKWITH. Wright, J 
27th Jan. 


Company—Winpinc Up—Creprrors—Fees Dug tro Direcrons—ARriciEs 
or AssocraTION—Fixep RemuNRRATION—Compantgs Act (25 & 26 Vicr.c. 
89), 8. 38, SUB-SECTION 7. 


The question which arose in this case was whether the directors of a 
company were entitled to rank as ordinary creditors in the winding up 
for unpaid fees due to them at the date of the commencement of the 
liquidation, or whether these fees were a debt which was postponed to 
those of outside creditors under section 38, sub-section 7, of the Com- 
panies Act, 1862. The articles of association of the company required 
directors to possess a share qualification, the question of their remunera- 
tion being dealt with in article 62, which was as follows: ‘‘ The remun- 
eration of the board shall be an annual sum of £1,000, to be paid out of 
funds of the company, which sum shall be divided in such manner as the 
board shall from to time time determine.’’ It was argued on behalf of the 
directors that Re Leicester Club and County Racecourse, Ex parte Cannon (34 
W. R. 14, 30 Ch. D. 629), was distinguishable, as in that case no remun- 
eration was fixed, while here a distinct and fixed sum was mentioned. 
Wricut, J., held that Ex parte Cannon (supra) was distinguishable, as 
the directors, having been appointed and having accepted their office on 
the terms of article 62, they obtained thereby a contractual right to an 
annual sum of £1,000 as remuneration, and that this case was within the 
principle of Re Dale § Piant (38 W. R. 409, 43 Ch. D. 255), the sum be 
due to them, not as members of the company, but under a separate a 
distinct contract ; they were therefore not within section 38, sub-section 
7, of the Act of 1862.—Counsg1, Dighton Pollock ; Howard Wright. Sottct 
tors, J. Beckwith ; Freshfields § Williams. 

[Reported by C. W. Mean, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
ROGERS v. MANCHESTER PACKING CO. Div. Court, 


27th Jan. 
Facrory Acrs—Derrimirion or Facrorny—‘‘ BugacHinc AND Dysgrne 


Works ’’—Facrory anp Worksuor Act, 1878, s. 93. 
This was a case stated by the stipendiary magistrate of Manchester. 


The respondents were charged on an information with employing a young 
person in their factory after 8 p.m., contrary to the provisions of the 
Factory Acts. The magistrate held the respondents’ 
‘‘ factory ’’ within the definition in section 93 of the Factory and Work- 
shop Act, 1878, and on that ground dismissed the information subject to 


remises were not @ 


this case. Section 93 provides that the expression ‘‘ factory ’’ includes both 
textile and non-textile factories, but that bleaching and dyeing works 
shall not be deemed to be textile factories. The expression ‘‘ non-textile 


or places named 


or dyeing works—that is to say, any premises 
beetling, dyeing, calendaring, fur- 
g up, and packing any yarn or cloth 
of lace, or any one or more of 


ndents’ premises were as follows: The 


ing up 
tion. In the course OF ete business the 


of cloth for ex 
from their employers, the shipping merchants, 





enabling him in that behalf. view appeared to be consistent with 


The respondents measured and cut the cloth into lengths, and the lengths 
















CoERESEERSH 



















2 


B -ESerse 53 


SERPSSPITESZESTE ESE 


wepPeroResess 


ee. 


SES FF 


ys 
re 






right, J. 


.RTICLES 
Vict. c. 


rs of a 
ling up 
; of the 
oned to 
> Com- 
equired 
nunera- 
remun- 
. out of 
r as the 
f of the 
non (34 
remun- 
tioned. 
ible, as 
ffice on 
it to an 
in the 
1 being 
ite and 
section 
So.tct- 


‘av. 
)YEING 


hester. 


young 
of the 
> not a 
W ork- 
ject to 
3s both 
works 








Feb. 5, 1898. 





















according instructions. 
or stitching the ends of the folds together aie foe 
the cloth was made up into parcels and labels descriptive 
the contents were affixed thereon. All these processes were essential 
rocesees in the respondents’ business and were properly called ‘‘ hooking, 
hoping making up, and packing’’; but none of processes were 
on by the respondents as incidental to bleaching or d . All 
umerated in schedule 4, part 1, of the Act of 1878, are 
frequently carried on together in works which are commonly 
bleaching and dyeing works ; but some of the processes, and in 
“hooking, lapping, making up, and packing,’’ are also on as 
te trades by different employers. One or more of these processes 
is or are carried on in all bleach and dye works, 

Tuz Court (Day and Lawrance, JJ.) allowed the being of 
opinion that although the respondents’ premises were not bleaching and 
dyeing works in the ordinary sense of the words, the premises were within 
the definition given in the eection and were therefore a ‘‘ factory’’ within 
the meaning of the Act.—CounszL, The Attorney-General and H. Sutton ; 
Lazarus ; Langdon. So.icrrors, Solicitor to the Treasury ; Pritchard, Engle- 
fuld, § Co., for Hill $ Doughty, Manchester. 


| Reported by F. O, Rovrxson, Barrister-at-Law.] 


BEG. v. TAYLOR AND OTHERS, JUSTICES. Ez parte VOGWILL. 
Div. Court. 25th Jan. ae 


JusTicEs—D1squaLIFICATION—B1as. 


In this nae © aie ~ | aon bao Hag o>. for a certiorari dg > s 
licence gran y two of the li j a 
of the county of Durham, on the ground that one of the justices 
was biassed. The facts of the case are shortly as follows: Charles 
Hunting, a justice of the peace for the county of Durham, a 
oe in favour of granting a grocer’s licence to a Mrs. er, of 

th Hatton, Durham, in which place he lived. At the licensing sessions 
held at Castle Eden on the 25th of September, 1897, Charles Hunting 
and another justice constituted the court. At this sessions application 
was made for Mrs. Laidler’s grocer’s licence, and the ton elgned by 
the said C. Hunting 1n favour of the licence was put in and ved by 
the bench, and the licence was ted. There was no other licensing 
business transacted at this sessions. From the affidavit subsequent] 
sworn to by the said C. Hunting it appeared that he only atten 
the licensing meeting, which was not in his usual division, because 
the clerk to the justices applied to him to do so in order to make 
up the number required for the bench. He further stated that he signed 
the petition for special reasons and because he thought it was desirable 
that the licence should be granted, but that he had no interest in the 
matter. He stated that when he signed the petition he had no idea he 
would be on the bench when the application was made, and that he had 
no bias in the matter and would have decided in the same way on the 
a. being made even if he had not signed the | ny ion. In 

wing cause against the rule it was now contended that fact that 
one of the justices had vy see a petition in favour of the licence did not 
affect his conduct on the bench, and that the application was heard on its 
merits ; and further, that, according to Boulter v. Justices of Kent (66 L. J. 
Q. B. 787), licensing justices are not a court at all (see ju t of 
Halsbury, L.C.). In ~~ of the rule it was contended that 
justices must use their discretion judicially: Allinson v. General Medical 
Council (42 W. R. 289; 1894, 1 Q. B. 750). By signing the petition the 
magistrate had made himself a partizan in the matter before as a 
judge, and therefore there was reasonable ground to suspect him of bias. 

Tus Court (Day and Lawzancs, JJ.) disc’ the rule, 

Day, J., in delivering judgment, said that looking at the facts of the 
case, no reasonable ong could suspect that the magistrate in question 
was influenced by bias. There was no reasonable ground for suspicion. 
He lived in a neighbourhood where there was sometimes a difficulty in 
forming a quorum on the bench, and on this particular occasion he had 
been requested to assist in doing so. He did not know the particular 
application was to be made then. He thought the applicant was a os 
person to have a licence, and he considered it was wanted in the in 
of the neighbourhood. No one could say there was a reasonable 
— of bias on his part, and the rule would be disc lo 

WRANCE, J., concurred. Rule” disc .—CovunszL, kwerts ; 8. 
G, Lushington, Souscrrors, J. EB. ¢ H. Scott, for William Bell, Sunderland ; 
Hyman Isaacs, for Isidore Isaacs, Sunderland. 
(Reported by E. G. Srituwet, Barrister-at-Law.] 








At Milwaukee, Wisconsin, says the Albany Law Journal, Robert Wagner 
was recently on trial, in the Oriminal Court, charged with setting fire to 
his warehouse When the State closed its testimony, the conviction of 
the defendant appeared certain, but by the testimony introduced by the 
defence an alibi was established to the entire satisfaction of the court. 
The defendant’s two daughters did it by means of his snore. Both 
testified that they knew their father was at home all night of July 3, on 
which it was charged he fired the warehouse. They were certain of this 
fact, because when asleep he had a uliar snore which was different 
from any musical production of that rendered by anyone else. They 
had heard him snoring before they went to sleep, and therefore knew he 
was in the house at the time, and not at the factory. If he had gone out 
during the night, they said, he would have had to 
they would have heard him. So convincing were their statements that 
when the defence ceased Judge Wallber said to the attorneys there was no 
Use arguing the case, as it was his duty to direct the jury to bring in a 
Verdict'of not guilty. 


their door, and | motion 
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folded by them in different ways to their , sens 


LAW SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
SPECIAL GENERAL MEETING. 
A special general meeting of the Law Societ 
the society’s hall, Chancery-lane, the 28th 


was held at 
t., the vice- 


’ on 
called | President, Mr. C. B. Manozrrs (Huntingdon), in the absence of the 
), wi 


t, Mr. Wm. Godden (London was unable to be present 
She View Paseton, i og the proceedings, expressed his regret 
ie V ICE- ENT. ° 
at the absence of the president to illness. 


Mr. Anruur Mr on (eeealdenhat the Lanka te Society) had 
. Anruur MippisTon Ww ven 
monies of the following metions © has, hevian te the eaten tae 
Counci) of the society during the ‘ransfer 

h the House of Commons 


The 
resolutions in ope of the motion 
Ww 


. were as 
, Derby La Soolety, Dewsbury Incorporated 
on Dstt Tncorporntad Law 8 Society, Hull 
w Society, _ Ww 4 


Mr. G. G, Fisuer ( suggested that 
resolution should refer to those parts of the resolutions which he 
a eng tat eterna” 

he Vicz-Presipgnt said the sense of the resolutions was much to the 
same effect in each case. 

Mr. Mrppizton said he did not wish that the whole of the resolutions 
should be read, but the law societies mentioned had sent communications 
to the Council supporting the motion, he understood. 

The Vicz-Presipent: That is so. In substance they didso. All the 
—— whose names I have just read out support Mr. Middleton’s 
resolution. 

Mr. Grecory (Liverpool): That is not so on the of Liverpool. We 
did not pass any resolution su Mr. Middleton's a. 
m7, oe on poner y- —. te A it he -— 

it the soc’ profession ngdom. It 
was not the Incorporated Law Society of London, and he contended that 
with regard to subject-matters of importance which came before the 
Council the members ought to be consulted on every occasion. He did not 
think that the provinces would ever for one moment raise an objection to the 
power, influeuce, and position of the society being used for the benefit of 
the London pro on proper occasions. The influence of 
was no doubt very t, and there were many occasions 
power could be used Meade Be eBay ogy eer ag 
the least manner reflecting u or the of, the - 
fession in the provinces. wh his motion selate So. munities whtel 
affected the interests of the as much as those of 
therefore he was present to . It would be necessary for him to refer 


to the events of the His resolation embodied two things— 
the question of principle, and the question of y. It was a question 
of principle as regarded of the , and it was a question 
of policy with to subject-matter. The question of principle 


selves of 
London in March, and were asked on that occasion to 
the effect ‘‘ That the country law 
the compulsory clauses of the Bill.” 
t was moved: ‘‘ That the clauses of the Land Transfer 


im compulsory registration be opposed unless the following modifi- 
can be obtained: (1) A definite restriction in the Bill itself of the 

area within which com may : (2) The (a) initiative, or (5) 
ee on meine re cow) The [ of the pte 04 
pany wate 3 lapse a definite period 
(4) A restrictlog. of the of peevidng int ‘Registry. for 
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reward to solicitors.’’ a discussion the resolution pale, than 
then adopted as a substantive 
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nee © mete to the Council but in their own county and in | the nese 4 pen tery ye Oe with the question ‘‘ What i 
the lobby of the House of Commons and in the House of Commons itself. | do they do forus?” He tried to make a statement inveply. It was: 


The action of the Council was in fact responsible for the statement made 
in the House of Commons that the Bill would receive the support of the 
eesion. That statement had not been made in the House twenty-four 
ours when the Yorkshire society took care absolutely to contradict it. 
That objection was emphasized to-day by the fact that the Council, 
curiously enough, were now opposing the Act. The Yorkshire society 
po the Bill and they were left to their own devices by the action of 
Council and they concluded it was proper that they should iy 
their opinion. Those opinions were that there was in existence a d 
Transfer Act; there was a Council in London which did not oppose the 
Bill; further than that, behind the backs of the provincial law societies 
the Council went a step further and actually supported the Bill. The 
record of that support appeared in the Annual Report of 1897. Therefore 
the Council not only withdrew their opposition but actually supported the 
measure. With that information before them the Yorkshire society laid 
their views before the Council to the effect that Yorkshire did not want 
the Act and was not going to have it, that there was a Land Transfer Act 
which was being administered in London, and if they could make any- 
of it they were quite at liberty to make their first trial in the South of 
d. The area was fixed by the Bill, and it was nothing but a fair 
ion that there should be no attempt to bring the Bill into operation 
the wish of the lay element, and that the country solicitors should 
not subject London to that against which they objected to be placed 
under themselves. It was accordingly left to each county to say what it 
chose upon the subject. In Novem last the London County Council 
took a very important and — course of action. They adopted the 
policy that the laity should be appealed to as to whether they wanted the 
Act or not. The county council sent out a circular letter to a number of 
institutions, amongst them being, unfortunately as he now thought, the 
Council of the Law Society. The Law Society’s Council took that letter into 
consideration, without, he believed, so much as communicating to the 
ces the fact that they had ever received it. There was scarcely a 
w society which would not have given explicit instructions and spoken 
its mind about it. The Council considered the matter and appointed a 
8 sub-committee and sent in their reply. The Council discounted by 
their action the very force of the opposition against the Bill which the 
Yorkshire law societies had been making. In Yorkshire they had always 
said that, although they were themselves very ignorant with regard to 
land transfer, yet the laity were etill more igncrant. There was not on 
the West Riding County Council six men who understood the question, 
but it was of importance that the persons interested should understand it 
in course of time, and in the county of York they were making an endea- 
vour to educate them. He suggested that the Council could have left the 
matter quite well to the county council without interfering in it. 
Mr. Cuartzs Forpv, L.0.C. (London): Hear, hear. A very good 


a. 

r. Mippixton said the reply to the county council’s circular was of 
such a character that he doubted very greatly indeed whether there 
was anyone who would venture to say it was not made in the interest 
of London and London alone, and whether it would not injure some 
one or more of the provinces. That was shortly his case. He asserted 
that the Council had absolutely set aside the interests of the provinces in 
favour of the interests of London. They had sacrificed every county in 
England except London. With regard to the question of policy. If the 
lay element had been let alone it would have spoken as it spoken for 
iteelf. The laity were 100 per cent. stronger without the assistance of the 
Council. The Council had discounted the value of the position of the 
laity, and what was the probable result ? That the friends of the measure, 
whoever they might be—he had not found them yet outside the Land 
Registry Office and the Government itself—whoever these friends might 
be, and wherever they might be, would have it put into their mouths that 
this powerful association had been working in London to frustrate the 
operation of the Bill by preventing its trial here, and that they had been 
their machinery for this purpose. He was not saying that this was 
the fact, but it had been put into the mouths of their foes, and he 
challenged the Council to deny it. The true policy was to have let the 
question alone and to have left the lay element to deal withit. It was 
nite common for solicitors’ clients when they had got an awkward Act of 
liament, and it turned out disadvantageous, to say that it was the legal 
element in Parliament which had brought it about. They had 
endeavoured to make it perfectly clear in Yorkshire that it was not the 
legal element in this case. He was here simply to stand up for the 
members of the society in the provinces. They were small individually, 
but he claimed that he repreeented upwards of 600 solicitors who were the 
members of the Yorkshire societies, and there were probably an equal 
number in the Lancashire societies. These solicitors had spoken to the 
Council in the resolutions which had been referred to in unmistakable terms, 
and if they had had the opportunity they would have spoken on equally 
etrong terms before the Council addressed their reply to the county 

council’s circular letter. As a matter of fact resolutions had been pase 
and had only not been sent because it had been found that the reply 
of the Council had been forwarded to the county council weeks previously. 
But resolutions of the whole of the Yorkshire law socjeties were upon 
the minnte bocks protesting against the action of the Council. The 
minds of the Yorkshire societies were perfectly clear, and it would 
be very difficult to argue their ions away. He would admit candidly 
that be had had considerable difficulty in preventing the members of those 
societies from discontinuing membership with the parent society. He 
looked upon it as a matter grievous to the interests of the profession that 
there should be any disruption between the provincial societies and 
London. When he had asked Yorkshire solicitors to become members of 





impossible for him to give in detail the services 
society, and naturally the solicitor had to rely upon the bald 
that the Council were of 
the country. That went g- It was admitted everywhere, 

But what was he to say in future ? e action of the Council in this case 

had been adverse to the interests of the provincial members of the 

and adverse in a manner which was not to be hidden under a bushel at 

all. The conduct of the Council had been bruited about in the broad light” 
of day. The act was one which the Council could not accomplish in any 

secrecy. It was known throughout all England, and the t would be 

that there would be increased difficulty on the part of country members 

in obtaining fresh members. 

The Vice-Prestpent reminded Mr. Middleton that the fifteen minutes 
which, under the regulations, was allotted to the mover of a resolution 
had . Mr. Middleton was a little ae from the subject. 

Mr. W. Metmorn Watrers (London) that Mr. Middleton 
should be allowed to proceed until he had fi his remarks. 

Mr. Mrippuzron, what would be the case if the provincial members 
said: ‘‘ What is the use of subscribing to the parent society? We can 
keep our 600 @ year in our tes and can take our own 
course.”’ He did not think it would be so, and would be sorry if it were, 
At the same time it must be admitted that there was something due to 
the provinces, and this was one of the most important questions. He 
could not sit down without paying a tribute to that which he knew to 
exist, and had represented in Yorkshire again and again—namely, that 
the members had no conception of the amount of time and the intelligence 
aud ability devoted by the Oouncil to the benefit of the profession at 
large. Theee were all reasons why it was a very great pity indeed that on 
the present occasion the Council done much to injure this valuable 
representation, as the socicties feared in Yorkshire. 

tr. J.8. Youru (honorary treasurer of the Newcastle-on-Tyne Incors 
porated Law ty) seconded the motion. He expressed his 
a tion of the work done by the Council in the interests not only of 
pene tee. but of the country generally. But he asserted, ia con- 

on with the acknowledgment, that they had had very material 
assistance from the members of the provincial law societies hitherto, and 
they had more than once acknow that assistance. They had had 
on the Council members of the Newcastle society Jike John Ola 
whose name was yet revered, and other members of the society 
rendered the Council valuable assistance. On their account and on 
behalf of his a regretted that he had to complain of the conduct’ 
of the Council in this matter. So far as he knew, from the reply of the’ 
Council to the county council, on the 24th of November they received@ 
request to give their opinion, and their reply was not sent in until the 2lst 
of December. The Council had, therefore, nearly four weeks within 
which they might have taken the provincial societies into their counsel, 
and the provincial solicitors thought they ought to have done so. He 
feared the action of the Council would have the result of to some extent 
disassociating the interest of the provincial societies from the parent 
society. He would exceedingly regret it, but he was here only to express 
the effect of a meeting of the standing committee of the Newcastle 
society. He had been asked by the Newcastle society to attend thé 
mee and support the resolution. He hoped, in the interests of the 
profession, that the motion might be toned down or smoothed over, and 
that they in the provinces a hitherto, unite in protecting the 
interests not only of the profession but of the public. 

Mr. Sypnzy Gepoz, M.P. (London), deprecated the application of the 
Land Transfer Act to this of England. He thought their answer to 
the question put to them in the resolution must depend to a great extent 
upon the view they took of the Act. If that Act was a blessing, and if 
the Council consi it an unmitigated blessing, then the provincial 
societies might justly claim that the Oouncil, which was supposed to 
represent the whole of the country, should not have taken any part in 
acquiring that blessing for the benefit, not of one, but of all parts of the 
country. But if, as nearly all the members of the profession considered; 
so far from its being a blessing the Act was a curse to their clients, 
they should do their best to prevent its being put into operation. It was 
a curse, not perhaps to the present Be mree of solicitors, for he 
posed old men himself, with only a few years more of work, 
probably make a great deal out of the Act out of their cliente than 
if it did not exist. But they should look to those who were to follow, 
and he said it was a curse to the profession, because it was taking away 
necessary business which had to be done by them and handing it over to 
a body of officials appointed by the State and nominated by the Lord 
Chancellor. When the matter was under discussion he had said that he 
saw no reason why the Act should be tried on a large county, but rather 
that the experiment should be carried out on a small county. He com 
sidered the Act a curse, and that being the case he did not think they 
ought to blame the parent society for refraining from asking for its being 
applied to London and for objecting without consulting the provincial law 
societies ; because if it was not applied to London the Lord Chancellor 
must look elsewhere. Then the provincial law societies where the Act 
was proposed to be put in force would have the same opportunity of 
bringing their reasons against it to bear upon the county councils of 
own districts, and the parent society would do all in their power to help 
them, so that each county in its turn may pass a resolution objecting # 
the application of the Act to it, and so, one by one, every county 
object, and the Lord Chancellor would see that when he endeavoured 
force upon the landowners and the profession what they could have had 
voluntarily years ago, the Act was inoperative. The resclation said: 
‘* Having regard to the action of the Council of the society during the 
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of Commons last 
Council, and he 





passage of the Land Transfer Bill the H 
Long He was speaking to those whe ester the 
without fear of contradiction that the body to which they 
ing of the Bill into law was the Council of the Law Society. 
the sid of Mr. oe = —_ had done his best 
sestion to prevent the rom passing. But at e 
met by the Government and by others with the phen 
own Council], the Council of the Law Society, ha 
bad tied his hands and shut his mouth. How 
stand and say the Bill was bad in its opera’ 
formed both by the public and official and private members 
that the Council were in favour of it? It was the action of 
in supporting the Bill which had enabled it to be passed. 
help, and the absence of that support, would have enabled those 
it to a pita hen! #. Bde of censure of the 
action rought before the society he should have supported it, 
ht it a great deal too bad of the Council to desert 
{ reason did the Council give? It was simply a policy 
of cowardice, and that if they did not allow the Bill 
worre would be carried. Nota bit of it. 
Deceased Wife’s Sister Bill, the 






tion of solicitors would be different 
but in a Bill of this kind, which clients did not understand, and for 
which there was no public cry, it was a different matter. It must be 
remembered, too, that a man could 
Bill of this kind, for which there was no public cry, it 

work to influence their representatives in Parliament it m' 


d he did not think that any member of 
the Council, nor did he think that any London solicitor, could havé the 
slightest objection to the terms in which Mr. Middleton had moved the 
He personally was v 

that the subject, if this was the fee 
re the meeting. 


if he chose, In the case of a 


He could not sup 
Mr. Joszru Apprison (London 


glad, and he th 
g of the country mem! 
Because it would be a most unfortunate 
thing if their friends in the country believed that they 
asserted their interests before those of country solicitors, and that 
had taken the course of action which they had thought desirable with the |. 
intention or with the possible result of sacrificing 
sure, was an idea which never would occur either to the Council, which, as 
Mr. Middleton truly said, represented the whole 
be desired by solicitors practising in London or 
of the kind should take place. 
be thought, and opinions like that of Mr. Ged, 
the Council took with 
Bill, he should not have thought that two 
to the propriety of the Oouncil, u 
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limited the area in which the Bill should be a 
local authority the veto whether or not the Bill should be applied, the 
uestion was seriously considered by the Council whether or not it was 
esirable to consent to the 
sure, absolutely spoke what was 
done in any hurry. The members of 
them men of the greatest 
for years, had considered 
both of London and country members, consi 
municated with all the provincial law societies. He believed that the 
draft Bill was sent out to each provincial law society. A meeting of the 
on, and the result of the resolutions 
then was to this effect : = Lys hed pear agge By Bill 
ulsory stration opposed unless following 
obtined® « definite restriction in the Bill itself of the 


area within which compulsion may be applied; the initiative or consent 
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other area could be selected for three years. 
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ion.”” 
A Meese said it seemed to him that the amendment was entirely 
The Vicg.Puseranr : I rule thet tt isin order. 
Mr. 0. H. Morton (Liverpool) seconded the amendment. He observed 
that he was one of the secretaries of the 
Societies. It was right that he should say that on this t question 
the associated had not been consulted, and he did not know their 


Society, but he did not re t that on this occasion.. He was 
here as a member of the , and as such only his n, 
He had a very definite opinion ,u the subject- brought for ard 

Mr. éton. Hecould not see how the Council coulil possibly have 
done otherwise than had been the case. He knew it was very difficult to 
be fair and 1 when one’s interests were in danger. With 
a full knowl: of the that the reply ofthe t have 


ft 


assisted in co! the application of the Act to London with o 
ic full know! > iat, ; 


that the county council would decide to decline to shut out the operation 
of the Act from the county of London. But he also had no that it 
to begin . He was very 
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He was bound to say, asa solicitor not exactly in the confidence of the 
Council, that he was somewhat amazed when he discovered they were 
parties to the compromise. At the same time there were reasons, perhaps, 
which the members were not aware of which might have induced the 
Council to take up the matter. As faras the Council’s reply to the county 
council was concerned he thought they were fully justified. The London 
County Council appointed a sub-committee to consider the matter, and 
this sub-committee thought it desirable before coming to a conclusion to 
send circular letters of enquiry to some of the ianlling representative 
bodies to ask what they thought of the measure as applicable to London, 
not as to the country. They sent it to some of the best known societies 
and institutions, the City Corporation, vestries, railway societies, Law 
Society, Institute of Banking, Surveyors’ Institute, Auctioneers’ Institute, 
School Board, and others. When the Council of the society received that 
letter he apprehended that it was their duty to consider it as a London 
body as it — to London. They were asked for an opinion upon that 
uestion. They were not asked to go round the country and ask what 
in the country thought of it. They did perfectly right in coming to 
aconclusion. But Mr. Middleton seemed to have had a wholly exagger- 
ated view of the influence of their reply. He did not think for a moment 
that the reply of the solicitors influenced one of the bodies that sent in 
their replies. They sent them in quite independently. He had before 
him a list of the replies sent in. ‘There were twelve vestries and district 
bodies in favour. Mr. Lake also appeared on that side, making the 
unfortunate number thirteen. On the other side there were twenty-one 
vestries and local bodies far more important. 

Mr. Forp: No, no. 

Mr. Rustesrzin: I have the list. 

Mr. Forp: So have I. 

Mr. Rustnsrers said that there were in addition eight railway companies, 
including the Great Western and the London and North-Western. There 
were also six other institutions—the Auctioneers’ Institute, the Ecclesi- 
astical Commissioners, the Building Societies’ Association, the Institute of 
Bankers, the Incorporated Law Society, and Lord Portman. In addition, 
the matter seems to have created some interest and excitement outside, 
and other bodies, of their own initiative, had sent in replies. Some of 
these were the Birkbeck Land Society, the Freehold Land Society, the 
British Land Society, and the Property and Estates Co. Mr. Ford had 
told the meeting that his (Mr. Rubinstein’s) name aman on the county 
council’s records, He had interested himself in sending up some material 
to the county council on which they might form a judgment. He was 
very much surprised to hear Mr. Ford suggest that the county council 
would adopt the Act. If they did so, it would be against all the reasoni 
that could be brought forward ; because, of all the thirteen who suppo 
the Act, only two had given reasons. One reason given by one of the 
bodies was to the effect that, having regard to the vast number of proper- 
ties that would be affected, and their immense value, they were in favour 
of its application to London—the very reason given by a great number of 
others tit. There were two pages of reasons given as to why the 
Act shi not be adopted. If the Connell of the society had omitted to 
let the county council know that they were not in favour of the applica- 
tion of the Act to London, that would call for a vote of censure, because 
im r use had been made of the argument that the Law Society were 
in favour of the Act. He had seen inspired articles in some of the leading 

ournals, written obviously in Lincoln’s-inn-fields, putting that forward. 

e did not altogether fancy the amendment. It seemed to him a very 
milk-and-water affair, and, as an independent member, if the amendment 
should be withdrawn, he would like fo move: ‘‘ That, having regard to 
the vast number of properties that would be affected, and the immense 
value, complexity, and importance of the interests involved, this meeting 
considers at the Council was fully justified in replying to the London 
County Council, and in expressing the view that the county of London 
meee suitable county for trying the experiment of compulsory regis- 
tration. 

Mr, H. Hucuss (Sheffield) said that during the debate there had ap- 
sag some amount of feeling which ht exist as between London and 

ihe provinces in the matter. Mr. Addison’s remarks were not quite 
— to the subject. Their objection to the attitude of the Council 
poe reference to the measure was that it enabled their opponents to say 
con! 


th 
tin 
Here they had, as a recognized fact, the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society withdrawing all opposition to the Bill; nay, more, saying that as 
ed they were in favour of it. That state of things having existed, 
he did not think the Council would be much indebted to Mr. Gedge for 
saying that the Council were opposing the Act in the hope that it would 
be taken round from place to p and finally abandoned. That would 
be an attitude that the council would hardly thank anyone for putting 
them in, because it would be saying that they had changed their minds 
since ae seer and intended to sapeee it in every district. That the 
Council changed their minds he did not believe. The Council they 
fondly hoped was the mouthpiece of the whole profession. It had been 
asked by the London County Council to state its views with reference to 
the tion of the Act in the administrative county of London. Before 
taking the step of opposing it, they should have app ied to the provincial 
solicitors, not for dictation or control, but that the provincial solicitors 
might have an opportunity of stating their views before any irrevocable 
atep should be taken. What he objected to was what had been eaid by 
Mr. Rubinstein, when he stated that it was the duty of the Council, es the 
London body, to oppose the existence of the Act in the administrative 


a sup it. That was why provincial solicitors had 
their opposition, and why he had come up to London to-day. 


Mr. Runmsrszy : I said their opinion was asked as a London body, 





Mr. Forp: No, no. We asked the Incorporated Law Society as repree _ 


senting the whole of the country. 

Mr. B. G. Laxe (London): Read your own circular. 

Mr. Hucuss said it was stated by Mr. Rubinstein that the Council asa 
London body should do this, that, or the other. His point was that there 
was no question of a London body at all, but it was the representative of 
the United Kingdom, and that as such it was its duty to consult its 
constituents in matters of great importance. That was the point 
at issue, and why country solicitors had come up to-day, There wasa 
feeling, and a very strong one, which, if the Council were wise, they 
would not act again, whatever they had done in answering the coun 
Council’s letter, without previously consulting the provinces. e 
hoped someone in authority would tell the country solicitors that should 
such an occasion occur again, they would consult their constituents in 
the provinces, and let them have an opportunity of expressing their 
opinion. He did not suppose the motion would be carried, but if the 

uncil wished to allay any feeling of discontent in the proviaces they 
must consult the country solicitors on important points of this description. 

Mr. C, T. Saunpers (Birmingham) said he was the oldest country 
member of the Council present. He had always been jealous in the 
extreme of the country interests. No one in the meeting could say he 
had not. On this occasion he was bound not to give a silent vote, but to 
say that he thought the Council were justified in the course they had 

en. And for this reason, that silence on their part would have been 
disastrous. It was impossible for the Council to have supposed that the 
country members would object to the course they had taken when the 
uestion was one entirely affecting London alone. He quite admitted 
that if there had been a body of London solicitors outside their society to 
whom the county council covld have appealed, that then, inasmuch as 
the society was the representative of the town and country alike, it would 
have been well for the Council to have acted otherwise. But there was no 
such body, as was well known, and the only organ of the London branch 
of the profession was the parent society. Was the London element to be 
entirely silent on the question when that question was as to the applica. 
tion of the Act to its centre? He thought not, any more than that 
London should have asked that Yorkshire should have been silent if it was 
we osed to extend the Act to Yorkshire. They were greatly indebted to 
orkshire for the efforts they had made in the last stages of the Bill to 
ameliorate it ; and the efforts made were successful in ameliorating the Bill, 
and even more than ameliorating it by compromise on the part of the 
Council. But Yorkshire should remember that it was a party to that great 
meeting of the societies where the terms of the compromise were 
distinctly approved of by those societies, and those terms were carried out 
faithfully by the Council. The Council gave way at the last moment, not 
because they approved of the Bill. The Council detested it, and con- 
sidered it a curse, and believed it would be so; but, nevertheless, in the 
exercise of that judgment which they were bound to exercise, and on the 
authority of men in the House of Commons of the highest position and 
in whom the Council had the highest confidence, they were bound to 
consider that this struggle had been going on for years and the strain had 
become impossible. And the Council concluded, in the exercise of that 
ju ent, that this was a time in which a compromise most favourable 
to the profession and the public could be obtained, and that compromise 
was obtained. But they did not surrender their right to contest the 
application of the Act when it came before any centre. And wherever 
the Act was sought to be im , whether in town or country, he hoped 
that the profession, in the interests of their clients, would be ready to 
oppose it That influence was as great as in the days of Brougham, when 
he said that no Registration Bill could be passed if the country solicitors 
were opposed to it. If the Council had not agreed to the compromize the 
Bill would have been stopped, but the Council would have for ever 
alienated the good feeling of the Lord Chancellor. The Upper House and 
the Lower House on both sides were in favour of the Bill, and the Council 
could not hope to stop it for ever, and they thought a convenient oppor- 
tunity had arrived to have the Bill tried on the terms most ieeowall e to 
the profession and the public, and were not to blame in so doing. He 
trusted that in the interests of the town and of the country no vote 
would be taken to-day. He should be sorry to see a yote either way. He 
hoped the speakers would be satisfied with having aired their grievances, 
Let there be no division between the town and the country. 

Mr. J. W. Bupp (London) said the question was - See by the 
London County Council to the Council of the Incorporated Law Society 
as representing the solicitors of the United Kingdom. No member of the 
Council had at any time suggested that a question of this kind was 
addressed to them asa London body. They were not a London body, 
they had a very large representation of the country upon the Council. 
They had not only the permanent members of the Council, as good repre- 
sentatives as the apa could wish to have on any body, but they had 
the assistance of the presidents for the time being of certain provincial law 
societies whose counsels were of the test assistance. The Council 
claimed that they sat not specially for London or for the provinces, but 
for the whole bod of solicitors throughout the United Kingdom. When 
questions were to the Council upon which they thought they 
could obtain a greater appreciation of the views of country solicitors by 
corres with the provincial societies, the Council took that means 
of arriving at a proper decision. The question submitted to the Council 
on the present occasion was whether a certain district in London was a 
suitable district in which to apply the Act. They felt, and he thought 
rightly, that they required no assistance from the association of pro- 
vincial societies—that was to say, from gentlemen dwelling in distant parts 
—from beyond that afforded to them by the very ample representation the 
country had at the Council board, and he thought they were justified, and 
that they had no right to delay the reply to such an important question ag 
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this in order to obtain opinions which were amply represented at the 
Council board. It had never been treated Te osteol as a London 
uestion. Of course in this much-vaunted Act they all knew that altho 


t had been brought forward by two successive Governments in 
supposed interests of landowners, neither the landowners nor those best 
talculated to form a judgment ase it was the hoon it was supposed to 
be. No doubt wherever the yo | uncil proposed to apply it pegple 
of that district would think it had better be applied somewhere else. 
meeting was discussing whether the Council been guilty of a derelic- 
tion of duty in not taking those steps which they invariably took where 
they thought their minds could be enlightened by so doing. ‘The Council 
did not consider it desirable and he was quite sure they were fully justified 
in the course they took. He appealed to the proposer to withdraw the 
motion. 

Mr. H. Roscor (London) said the metting miglit have perfect confidence 
that on every occasion country interests were considered . the Council 
quite fully, and that the consideration of those intereste, he might say, 
really predominated, because there was an honourable feeling amongat 
the London members of the Council that, being a rong & it would 
most unfair to use that majority against the country tors if they 
could possibly avoid it. In any question between town and country the 


country was much more likely to give the vote than vice vered, and —S perso: 
and the 


so, because the Council represented the whole of the members, 
bulk of the members were country members. He hoped the motion 
would be withdrawn. If the solicitors in London had said the Act ought 
to be applied to London, what chance would there have been for others 
to have refused the Act? The time would come when the authorities would 
say, ‘‘ London did not object, what possible rearon have you for doing 
so?’? The Council had fought the Act throughout, and the majority of 
members of the Council would advise every county to object to it every 
time it was sought to be introduced. 

Mr. J. W. Appyman (Leeds) was afraid the Council would not appreciate 
the feeling which existed not only in Yorkshire, but in 


counties. He represented the Wakefield Incorporated . If the 
London Council persisted in following the course they had in the 
matter he was afraid there would be a large decrease in the number of 


members of the Wakefield Society who were members of the Incor- 

rated Law Society, and who would secede from the parent “er 

e Council represented some 3,000 London solicitors and some 7, 
country solicitors. But there was a higher standard than that. They not 
only represented the members of the society, but of the profession as a 
whole, and the position they should have taken up was either to have 
upheld the example of Mr. Lake, or else to have tbe thing alone. 
One could not ~~ feeling that the position of the Council was not alto- 

ther an unselfish one. As to having obtained an expression of opinion 

m the associated law societies, if the Council considered the resolutions 
adopted then justified them in the course they had followed, he was 
exceedingly eorry for them, because, in his opinion, it was nothing more 
than—to use an expression common in his own part of the country—a 
put-up job. A circular was sent out from the — society in January 
to each secretary of a provincial society, weebling te they were ready to 
fall into line and assist the Council in form’ the o ition 
the Bill. From then until the time when the meeting of the associated 
societies was held in London no communication was issued to the societies 
in the a The Council had approved of the Land Transfer Act. 

Mr. W. Metmorn Watters (London) said Mr. Addyman should n ot 
make incorrect statements. It was not true to say that the Council 
approved the Bill. 

Mr. Appyman said that they permitted it to pass. 
Law Society consented to the passing of the Bill. 

Mr. Watrtzrs: On conditions. 

Mr. Appyman said that then they refused to have it in London, Who, 
then, was to be the victim? After ——a the Act as a whole they 
meant to kill it in detail. He asserted that that was a dishonest action. 


The Incorporated 


The country solicitors were here to tell the Council in plain and unmis- 
takeable terms that if they wished to keep the of their 
provincial members they had better not do it - The country 
solicitors had been treated in the way they had use the Council 


thought they had the force of numbers. 

A Mzwnzr rose to order. This was not the resolution. 

The Vice-Presmpznt: I rule you out of order. You have no business 
to make the offensive attacks upon the Council. I will put the amend- 
ment to the vote. 

Mr. Saunpers urged Mr. Middleton to withdraw the metion in the 
interests of peace. 

Mr. Middleton did not respond, and >. amendment was carried, 160 

t. 
. The Vicz-Presipgnt then put the cnendunnh asa substantive motion, 
ut 

A Memnzr moved that the meeting proceed to the next business. 

Mr. Forp rose to a point of order; but 

The Vice-Prestpent said the next business motion took precedence of 
everything else, and it was put and carried. 


Law Socrery’s Civs. 


Mr. Watters moved an amendment of the Law Society’s Club rules, to 
the effect that ‘‘ The committee shall have power at ti discretion to 
suspend or reduce the entrance fee for any period or for any class of 
members, and al3o to reduce the annual subscription payable by members 
or any class of members.” ‘This, he said, would have the effect of giving 


the committee power to admit members of the society to the club t 
payment of a subscrip- 
e club had come to the conclusion 


the payment of any entrance fee and u 
tion, say of £2 2s. The committee of 








to ask for this power, and a circular was sent round to the 

members on the subject. Four Sconens Cue-seomiaell aarti 

oe pa ana The club then went to the Council and obtained 
sanction as far as they could give it to the . Then they 


found it to come to the society itself, as the rules 
alteration could be made without the eomasat of the soulety, ™ 

Mr, V. J. Cuamuertatn (London) seconded the motion. The alteration 
would be of benefit to the club 


ie eae mee —e 
ect to the approval Council of the Law Society, 
ut te 6° at ite ” 
wo! ve more power than ever to the club. asked 
aan alter dete ab vane oe “2 


. J. T. Arxrnson 
He 


£6 sons 


E 


there was no possibili f 
being elected a member of the club who was not « pan Au the 


members. 

it the resolution would make no alteration what- 
ever in the class of persons who were el! to become members of the 
club. Granting that that particular remained the same the com- 
mittee — reduce the subscription for country members. That was the 


poin 
amendment was rejected ; three votes being given in its favour and 
a large number against. 
The resolution was carried with one dissentient vote. 


Stamp Duties. 
ais spice: coir thie einai: Eaitinio G damn 
resent 8 w ive as to duties 
i is unsatisfactory, and should be amended.”’ 
Mr. W. 0. Lorp (Manchester) seconded the motion, and it was carried 
without discussion. 


Mr. Forp: Honora 
Mr. Watrers said 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Epcar Aexanpsr Barus, solicitor, until lately the solicitor to 
the City Commission of Sewers, has ted Comptroller of the 
City of London in the place of Mr. Brand, . 

Mr. Harry Burton, solicitor, of High-street Burton-on-Trent, has 
been appointed a Notary Public. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.utions. 


Jou~ Trevor-Davizs and Dovetas Heron Manrraniz, solicitors 
ag iam & Marrable), 8a, New-inn, London, Yeovil, and Ilchester. 
Wiis Starx and Wim Mavatce Comprox Burnett, solicitors 


(William Slark & Co.), 33, Southampton-street, London. Dec. 31. 
[ Gazette, Jan, 28. 
INFORMATION WANTED. 

Saran Auice Leten, deceased.—A reward of £10 will be for the 
last will of Miss Sarah Alice Leigh, late of 90, Gordon-road, , W., 
recently deceased. Apply to Leigh, 90, Gordon-road, Ealing. 

GENERAL. 


It mR announced that Mr, John Forbes, Q.C., has retired from 
practice. 

The Master of the Rolls has been elected a Fellow of the Royal 
Society. 

The list of House of Lords appeals consists of seventeen cases, of which 
only six are English, while eleven are Scotch appeals, there being no Irish 
cases set down. The hearing of appeals will be resumed about the 

to 


i 


middle of next month. 
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three of them, however, the judges of the Queen’s Bench Division, I 
believe, struck ; at all events, further transfers have been prohibited ; and COURT PAPERS. 


at the present time patent ‘actions encumber the lists Pt the Chancery 
The creation of a fase be hee whom 
these cases may be tried, who might also take charge of the companies 
winding-up business, is a crying necessity if the Ch Division is not 
to get into hopeless arrear. It is essential that the new army 
be, required to go circuit. There would be ample demand in London for 
any time he might have. I do not believe he would have any. In 
abating the question of it should be borne in mind that the 
—_ cost would not come out y te the Roy It has been fre- 
euently stated, and never the Chancery Division a judge 
his own by means of thes et t fees 
At the Guildford Assizes the grand j mnie the following present- 
ment: The grand jury recommend (1) t power be given to inflict 
Fock pry punishment in cases of indecent assault; (2) that the assizes 
Guildford early in the year for the county of Surrey either be 
postponed to the end of the Sonth-eastern Circuit, or that her Majesty be 
see to cease issuing Orders in Council under the Winter Assize Act 
as applying to the months of December and January. Under the present 
ement it is only competent for assizes to deal with prisoners sent 
for for offences tted between the dates of the 11th of January 
and the 26th of January. Mr. Justice Ridley said that with regard to 
the suggested punishment of flogging, that was a matter for the Legis- 
lature to deal with ; but the presentment was one which had frequently 
been made by grand juries. With regard to their presentment as to the 
assizer, he would eee that it was placed in the hands of the Lord 
Chancellor. He felt that it was quite unn that an assize should 
try six cases, which had accumulated during a period of 
fifteen days. At the Exeter Assizes the grand jury made a presentment 
Gu jeter judges should have the power to inflict cocporel ‘Somes in cases 
inal assaults on girls under thirteen years of ag 
ot There was a large gat: a the monthly Giaier of the Article Club, 
which was held on Wednesday at the Hotel Cecil. Mr. John Cutler, 
=e occupied the chair. The chairman, after dinner, opened a debate 
** Commerce and the Law.’’ He remarked that commerce owed much 
9 the mgis of the law, and the legal profession was greatly indebted to 
commerce. Pa ew the two were Fadissolubly united. Commercial 
prosperity prosperity advanced hand in hand, and legal 
pression follow vey ickly in the footsteps of commercial depression. 
He referred to what had been done during the last ten or twelve years to 
bring the law, and the administration of it, into harmony with the 
ments of the commercial community, ‘and dwelt particularly on 
the advantages of the scheme put forward three years ago by the judges 
of the Queen’s Bench Division for the speedy of commercial cases. 
Mr. Justice Barnes said he had always considered, perhaps from having 
had a commercial training before joining the legal profession, that those 
bap in commerce were largely responsible for, and were almost the 
of, the law iustead of the judges. He believed it was the fact that 
the improvements in the law which the judges assisted in making were 
— from the views put before them by commercia] men who came 
before them in their suits. He thought he might claim that, to some 
extent, the movement which led to the establishment of the present 
Commercial Court was originated by himself. While still at the bar, he 
remembered thinking the matter over owing to an incident which shewed 
to him that the courts were not then in a position to give that relief to 
mercantile men which the absolute necessities of marine commerce 
Gb. at. J Mr. Joseph Addison, Judge Lumley Smith, Mr. Underdown, 
J. Freeman Bell, and Mr. Wolf Defries also took part in the 


Ata Tice given on Wednesday by the Weavers’ Company Lord Justice 
Williams, in replying to the toast of “The Bench and the Bar” said that 
when the health of members of the legal profession was pro’ » what 
really was in the minds of all of them was the English love of justice. 
He felt—and he believed they all felt in this time of trial—that, besides 
the Navy and the Army, one of the strongest forces of this country, one 
of the strongest bulwarks for their protection, was their love of justice. 
This love of justice flourished among the English Lees not only at 
home, but also in every one of her colonies. He would be very sorry 
upon an occasion like that to sa co db word that scemed to cast a slight 
a on their generous and enthusiastic neighbours, the French, but did 

they not feel, when the subject of justice was mentioned, that it was 
something to bel ong toa country where not only equal laws existed and 
equal justice was administered to all, but where such a thing as trial 
before a secret tribunal was absolutely "impossible ? He, of course, would 
not sey a word in regard to political matters, but might he urge upon 
them this—that in the struggle which was now going on am the 
nations of the world ~ — the largest share of the commerce of the 
world, their best h their share consisted not so much in 

any appeal to force, - . the fact that wherever the English commercial 

po a tema went they carried with them that sense of justice which 

recommended En n —— and English men of commerce to everyone 

+ ay whom Bo ote Co y were proud to have —. them that night 

ioe ‘tican" the colonies. The colonies of England were 

an pride of England ; and he, as a lawyer, thought that the success 

sel ne h as colonists was largely to be attributed to the fact that 
cuca went they carried with them English justice. 


Wanrnire ro mrenpive Hovsr Purcuasers anv Lesszxs.—Before 








chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary ts thoroughly 
Examined, T: and Reported U an Expert Messrs. Carter 
Bros., 65, Victoria-street, W: Westminster” Feo quoted om receipt of fall | t3,seu4 


(Established 21 years.) —[Apvr.] 
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THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Feb. 9.—Messrs. Senet ee et pene eb Freehold Ground-rent of 
£200 per —, secured u near Oxford-street, W., with rack-rental of 
£800 per anni = ~~ rh) Maesre Riddell, Vaizey, & Smith, London. (See adver- 

) D. 

Feb. 10. | —— & Soxs, at the ae. at 2 p.m., Freehold Ground-rent of 

upon Blocks of Dwellings at at Va , with rev-rsion to 

Fo oe 3) Messrs. Brown & Woolnough, London, 

Pp. 


RESULT OF SALE. 


Messs. H. E. Fostze & Caanrizxp held their 612th Periodical Sale of Rovenions, Life 
pede. 40... 06 at the Mart, E.C., on Thursday last, among the Lots Sold being the 


~¥ Moiety of £2,500; life 52 Sold oF 
a le . 570 
Absolute to £500; life 75 ‘ See » 23% 
£1,000; lives Sl and 43... os ie, oan on nee aa 
solute to Caociee of £680 ay deh” “<iee” “ines coe 05h a 
ROYAL ALBERT 
A Box on the Grand Tier, containing 10 seats ... aa se lua 80 
role OF ASSURANCE: 
‘or £500; life 68 » 8% 
For £500; life 73 oes oe one ove » 965 
For £1,000 ; life 46... eos pa ooo oo “ee 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazetie.—Fatpay, Jan. 28. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorsp m Cuanczry. 


American Mumise Synpicar: Leureen = Cusitions are required, on or before March a, 
to send their names and yp wer any the their debts or claims, to 
Alfred Eugéne Craven, 15 and 16, eames House. Ingle & Co, 20, Thread- 
needle st, solors for liquidator 

Barter Hit. agin pe ame ge wed masivel, pe on March 1, to 
send their names dresses, particulars of their de’ or claims, to 
Lawrence Robert Dicksee, 48, Copthall avenue 

Bairaywia CYOLE aND Consoumne Parts Co, Lunorep—Creditors are required, on 
before Jan 31, to send in or demands to > May Hands, &, 


Colmore row, Bi 
Canpecania WaTeRworks 4xp Mitiine Co, Limitsp—By an order made by Wright, J., 
an 12, it was ordered the v wees 


untary up of the company be con- 
“Tatham é& Se thoend st, ations for or petners ome 

Orry or Loxpon Jomr-Stoce Tausr, jones for oe up, peeoeated, wai 

to be heard on Feb 9. Preston, 17, Coleman st, solor for petner. 

saa ust reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock on the auemmeelil 


Haxwans Nortn Gotp Mimine Co, Loarep a ies LiquipaTion Pe grre are a. 
png Nees 


um 


on or before March 1, to send their e particulars o: 
Sones or RES Sp. SS Che Retaes, Finsbury House’'Blomiela ot Maye & Co, 10, 
Despere’ gins gdns, solors for the 

Quagen’s Horzs (Carpirr) Co, og Ap epee -obeve larval their on or before March 1, 
send in their names and addresses, and ulars of their debts or claims, Co ide 
Edwin Gunn, Westgate st, Cardiff. 

Torat Gotp Extraction Co, LisirEp— Creditors are are fequired on or before March 1, to 
send their names and addresses, and So eerpe ir debts or claims, to Charles 
Jacquet, 6, Rue du Rendez-vous, Paris. Snell & Co, 1 and 2, George st, Mansion 
House, solors for liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
we + eee Farexpiy Society, Raffles Mission Room, Greenland st, Liver- 
an 


bp or THE VaLiey Frisxpiy Fuxp, Vestry Room, Ebenezer Chapel, Tonypandy, 
War Exp Jewisn Inpergxpeyt Sick Benerit Society, Duke of Argyll, Little Pulteney 
st and Gt Windmill st. Jan 19 


London Gasette.—Turspay, Feb. 1. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lunrep m Caanozey. 
Anssy Woop Woot Masvuracturine Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on 
Feb 14, to their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 


Byron Davies, 17, Coleman st 
Avsreaiax Gow’ Savixe SyspicaTe, Jqveene— Custiens ove required, on or before 
March 14, to send and addresses, and 


the pastiouines of their debts or 
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Feb, 5,_1898: 

Gazex B Luarap—Creditors are required, on or before March 1, to send in 
their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts 

Hackett, 71, Temple row, Birmingham, Reece & Harris, Birmingham, solors for 


Had so el 6 bl “x  Wednenday, eb 8.2 po. Landa 
m 


Notes of x 
than —, ovieee, in 7 teen 


McKexziz Gotp Mines, ron tat for winding up, 
heard on Feb 9. Ken 6, Old Jewry, solor for S poe. Notice of appearing must 
af ap A than 6 o'clock ia the afternoon of Feb 8 

Parce Motor Syxvicate, Lumrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 1, to 
send in their names and addresses, eo a ae mp ey 
James Fitzpatrick, 147, Leadenhall st. W. & W. Stocken, 48, Lime st, solors for 
liquidator 

Textite Surry Association, jensen for 
to be heard Feb 9. F urence Pountney 
appearing must reach the ehotnbaanel neh inet later Sis 6 of stock: in Hoe aienneen 08 NOS 

Usrrep Srates eas Baw, Liwtrep—By an order made by W: 
it was ordered that the voluntary winding up be continued. 
South sq, Gray’s a eolors for petner 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 


Burros Hoxgsty Loves, Ixperaypext Opp Fattows Fasxpiy Socistr, 
Hotel, Ripponden, Yorks. Jan 26 





i 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES, 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gasette.—Faipay, Jan. 21. 


Mapogc, Maes Axx, Seabank, Liscard, Chester Feb22 Lester v Wright, Byrne, J 


Wright, Live: 
Meazicx, Geoncr, Kingskerswell, Devon Feb 23 Dreaton v Merrick, Stirling, J 
Hacker & Michelmore, Newton Abbot 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette—Tunspay, Jan. 25, 
Ataysoy, Marra, Liverpool Feb2i Garnett & C», Liverp2ol 
Batpwiy, — Ramsgate, Linen Draper March 25 Mercer & Whitehead, 


Baneert, Jony, and Ecizasetu Bareert, York Feb26 Walker & Co, Leeds 

Bawssourve, Epwarp, Rodington, Salop March1 Clarke, Shrewsbury 

Boaxs, the Rev Taomas James, Somerset Marchi Marsh & Warry, Yeovil 

auinege, Conmnoues Jaye, Strensham, (Yorcester Febil Tuson & Trevor Davies, 
ce 


Davey, Zacuantan Wrnsiay, Canterbury, Dairyman Feb 12 Mercer, Canterbury 
Dysoy, Many Ann, Salford Dyson, Manchester 
Eutsort, Jonw Taomas, Newcastle upon Tyne, Baker Feb 9 Arno tt & Co, Newcastle 


ay —, Rhyl, Flint Feb23 Norris & Sons, Liverpool 

Gtassroo.e, Louisa Ciementixa, Paddington Feb 25 Collins & Cook, Edgware rd 
Gusto, Ricnarp, Tufnell Park rd Feb9 Camp & Ellis, Watford 

Hu, Henry, Sheffield, Corn Dealer Feb28 Bagshawe & Co, Sheffield 

en, On) Rt —_ Samvunt Cuantes Baron, Worcester March 1 Rowcliffes & Co 


James, Tnostas, Oowesley, Salop Marchi Jackson, Oswestry 

Kiva, Witt1am, Hampreston, Dorset, Dealer Feb 25 Dibben, Wimborne, Minster 
Kwirz, Francis, Hanley Castle, Worcester March5 Quarrell, Worcester 

Meuiixc, Witt1am, Preston, Watchmaker March1 Forshaw & Parker, Preston 
Newton, Ricuarp, Norfolk Feb 24 Wilson & Co, Norwich 

Pace, Hargieztt, Bognor Feb 28 Staffurth & Co, Bognor. 

Sanau Paice, Old Trafford, Manchester Feb22 Lea, Manchester 

SexvetT, Ricnarp, The Warren, Tulse hill March 2 Daniel Stock, Queen Victoria st 
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Te ee eee 


‘ol. 42. 
Praepznicek Weaver, Canonbury March 15 Rooke & Sons, Lincoln’s inn 


Sumoxps, Cuanvorrs, Boston, Lincoln Feb 90° H H & LC Harvey, Spalding 

Miss Faavons Fatecta, Weymouth st, Portland pl March 4 Gurney, Chelt- 
Tanorrr, Evizasets, Semley, Wilts March 1 Marsh & Warry, Yeovil 
Vavouax, Lecxona Exiza Many Ann, Bath March 25 Spaull, Verulam bidgs 
Vincent, Gronciana, Hyde Park ter March 6 Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford row 
Warmas, Mania, Scarborough Marchi W & WS Drawbridge, Scarborough 
Wasu, Lawanzwon, Blackpool, Grocer March 1 Read, Blackpool 
Ww. Joux, Troutbeck, Cumberland, Hotel Proprietor Feb 21 Arnison & Co, 


Warrrrerp, Sanan Evizasers, Oxton, Chester March 1 Hagger, Liverpool 


London Gasette.—Fuivay, Jan. 28. 
Bavus, Jamxs, Rockford, Illinois, USA Marchi {Hewitt & Urquhart, Leadenhall st 
Bawwet., Hever Jounx, Reading March 1 Swarbrick, New Malden 
Buawz.t, Gzoncs, Beckenham, Kent March 3 Stones & Co, Finsbury circus 
Caenzy, James, Harley st, Cavendish sq. Doctor Feb 28 Tayler & Son, Gt James st, 


Caros, Jour Huvay, Aldermanbury Feb 28 Willoocks, Beddington Corner, Mitcham 
Cazeax, Witt1am Joux, Liverpool, Surgeon Feb 28 Tetlow, Liverpool 
Cutszrrsox, Roszar Srzexcus, Kensington Feb 28 Les, Sherborne lane 

Daz Kwoox, Ectzasera, Clifton rd, Maida Vale Feb 28 Leslie & Hardy, Bedford row 
Dowpzx, Witt1am Geones, Blaenavon, Mon March 15 Watkios & Co, Pontypool 
Emuy, Samvec Faspenice, Brighton Mareh $1 Woolley & Bevis, Brighton 

Evssex, Gorriizs Farzpaton, Ladbroke grove Feb 24 Stibbard & Co, Leadenhall st 
Gansetr, Hexny, Worcester Feb 28 Lord & Parker, Worcester 

Gazex, Writ1am, East Dulwich March 1 Lewis & Lewis, Bly pl, Holborn 
Hanpaxer, Atragp, Liverpool, Insurance Broker March1 Bruce & Bruce McMaster 


Hazat, Jacos, Littleport, Cambridge Feb 25 Batchelor & Cousins, Walbrook 
Hvsven, Sanan, Coombe, nr Brixton, Devon March8 Gard, Devonport 
Lovihegn, Winstau, Dnt Manne Sap Feb 26 Spencer Gibson & Son, Cheap- 


Mansnatt, Axx, Brighton March 25 Geo Brown, Son, & Vardy, Finsbury pavement 
Onvorp, Jaws, Ludlow, Salop Feb26 Cottam, Ludlow 

PLumuen, Row aaa Glyncorrwg, Glam, Mining Engineer Marchi Cuthbertson & 
Powstt, Joux Wri11am, Swansea, Licensed Victualler March 1 W Robiason & Co, 


Rexsy, Caantes, West Cowes, I of W March 14 Bailey, jun, Newport 

Renrox, Buaycus, Southsea Feb 26 Lush & Robinson, Southsea 

Roseats, Janz, Menai Bridge, Anglesey March 12 Roberts, Bangor 
Rosszatson, Davin Taatt, South Kensington March25 Olarke & Co, Old Brovi st 
Ranvegen, Wegren Ongwrom, ant Baseate Seavwsen, SSNs Wilts Feb? 
Suerriecp, Marcaaet, Silloth, Cumbrid Feb 15 Lasonby & Strong, Wigton 
Runnevern, Wuazam;, Renita, Wasliik Feb 28 Cottrell & Son, Birmingham 
Suortixe, Cuanies Geoner Horatio, Snape, Suffolk March 1 Mayhew & Sons, Sax- 


Starsa, Moatimes Jous, Jamaica Feb28 H P & J H Cobb, Lincola’s inn fields 
Srawores, Wriitam, Kingston upon Hull March 11 Middlemiss & Pearce, Hull 
Swarr, Samvet, Coventry Feb 25 Batchelor & Cousins, Walbrook 

Tayion, Cnantes, jun, Redhill, Surrey March 11 Waltons & Co, Leadenhall st 
Tartor, Tuomas, Farmer, Cheshire March 1 White & Sons, Warrington 

Teen, Rey SCRE Depehes, Gomes March 1 Leefe & Leefe, Quality ct, Chan- 


Tonsen, Riomanp, Farmer, York Feb 12 Wise & Son, Ripon 

Waawicx, Taouas, Balsall Heath, Birmingham Febé Brown & Co, Birmingham 
‘Writrams, Gzoncr Staxter, Leicester March 1 Murray & Co, Birchin ln 
Worraivcros, Sanan, Stalybridge, Chester March 1 Slater & Co, Manchester 




















BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fuipay, Jan. 28. 
@ ORDERS. Ord Jan 


RECEIVIN Tarreasvi8LD, Joesru, sen, om, Rete, ¥ 
~*~ hy oe = _ Kent, Carpenter Rochester Le Tose Taurus, and Awerta Onancorre Daviss, Bt facturer Dewsbury Pet Ji 


Arxinsox, Eowrn, Pat York Kingston upon Hull | 
Pet Jan 26 Ord Jen | Lewis, Davin Bare, Pla 


Baur, Witiam, Deal, Butcher Canterbury Pet Jan 25 | yrens Gzona: 

Ord Jan 25 Caztisle Pet Jan 96 Jan 26 
Banvan Roanae, MaBabwom, Fe yoa, Milkeeller | pawn Ww 

Stockton on Tees Pet Jan 22 Ord Ji Pot Jan 22 Ord Jan 
Borromizy, Gzorce WIit.iax, Langdale, York, Meat Joun, 

Salesman Stockton on Tees Jan 2% Ord 194 Ord Ji 

Jan %5 Jan 24 jan 24 
ed, Com Wititam, pgs ny a 4 =. Dow bury Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 





inseeen, Jaurs, W: Staffs, Hairdresser Wolver- 
hampton Pet Jan 26 Jan 2% 

Conpatiis, James Faepericx Josers, Farnham, Surrey 
Guildf Pet Jan 26. Ord Jan 26 | 


Sxetsox, Eowanrp, Ni 
Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 
Perctvat, 


4g 
Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 


Jeune, Pesan Fast, GNA, See Salford Pet Jan 
fan 
hee ae a Yorks, Herbalist Barnsley 


Cumberland, Cattle Dealer 


Plymouth, Baker Plymouth ot, ver armani 


in the 
Basket Mans. 


Amended notice substituted for that 
London Gazette of Jan 


Amended notice substituted for Sieitioneiotion 
published in the London Gazette of Jan. 21 : 


Ixonam, Jonx O’Doxwett, Woolwich Lieu- 
tenant Greenwich Pet Oct 25 Bea Noe le 


Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 2% 
Grocer Swansea 


Glam, Commission Agent Neath a eee ee Feb 7 at 11 
Ramagate, Batcher Canter- 


Rusutox, Wittam James, 
Preston Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 


Rochester 
an oN Chesterfield, Grocer Feb 4 at 4.30 


Fancy Draper mrt tir Ata Matsa, Hereford, Lens Victualler Feb 
Greengrocer Nottingham ery tab Wirasax, Onoven Asm, Galop Feb 10 
Feb 15 at12.3) Of Reo, 


Derby, Die Sinker 


Covrtuax, Witt1am James, Gorleston, Norfollg, Coach- Booock, Susawxa Grocer Feb 15 
coxPuldet Gt Yarmouth ‘Pet Jan. 24 Ord Janae | ee ast, eeteetes, sremmt, Steck at 12, Of Res, 3, Silver rept Linsla 
gs Hereford, Dealer Hereford Pet Jan 26 | Taxman, Sauu: Railway Secretary Bangor otis, 10 at 11.15 County Court 
Davins, Jon, Lianegwad Carmarthen Pet Jan 26 Ord | Pet Jan 95 Jen 8 —s Com, Legminsate ee Feb 10 at 10 
Jan 


} Wansunrox Wituian, 
Dixox, Mi =r ys Mace, Gen i. Shields Newcastle on el aad Pet 
Downe, ia Joon Cnanec Grocer Liverpool Pet | “Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 

Jan6 Ord Jan | Were, Axpers Caan 


Jan% Ord Jan % 
Durham, Printer Durham 


Foerrs, Witstaweos, jun, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet Jan | Surrey Pet Jan Ord Jan , re 
Hauazisos, Last Hervert, Gt Yarmouth, Commercial Wage Pontypridd, 

Traveller Gt Yarmouth Pet Jan# Ord Jan #4 | Jan ‘Ord Yan 38 
Hickey, Jons, Southsea, Picture Frame Dealer Ports- Wvartr, Peacy Rosser, Sandiacre, Derbys Grocer Derby 
mouth Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 Pet Jan 25 Ond Jan 25 


eee SF omer 0 


7 at 10 2, Offa st 
Painter Pontypridd Pet | coy 


Béwalton, Notts Feb7 at 12 County Court — 
: Feb 7 at 1 
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Dyes, Heaseet Hever, 
Feb 4 at 11 Off Rec, 
we Axx, 


Offa st, Hereford 
Gammon, “oleae, Chapetul, Hardware Dealer Feb 4 at 
4 Angel H eld 


Hawnerr, Jous Wititam, West Bridgford, Notts, Timber 
Merchant Feb 4 at’ 3.30 County Court house, St 
mney, Liv 
Vi 


Peter’s 
~ Car Driver Feb 
ictoria st, rpool 


a, 

Haatayp, Heyer, Hartlepool, Senteoaper or Feb 4 at 3.30 
Of 25, John st, Sunderland 

Hannisoy, phe Ilkeston, Deere, Butcher Feb 4 at 11 
Off Ree, 40, St aeay'e 8 gate, De 

Hitt, Groner, Skipton, Y Codauniesion Weaver Feb 
7 at1l Off Rec, 31, Mener sew, Bradford 

Ho.iioway, Wituram, ‘Westgate on Sea, i Solicitor 
Feb 11 at 3.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hvuougs, Tomas, Wakefield, Grocer Febdatil Off 
Rec, 6, Bond terrace, Wakefield 

Laxosrarr, Hexry, Kingston upon Hull, Commercial 
Traveller Feb 4 at 11.30 Off Rec, Trinity House 


Leatuuey, Joux Eow arp, Bradford, Merchant Feb 
4 at 11° Off Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Levers, Lovis Natnax, Southam Ss "Fancy Goods 

Feb 4 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 

Maysrox, Jouy Henry, jun, Great Yarmouth Pet 5 5at12 

Off Ree, 8, orwich 


‘Winterbourne Stoke, Wilts, Baker 
_ City shee, Bales st, 5a, Galisbary 


REDERICK 
Off Rec 


Morais, Grorce, 


st, 
adlow, Salop, Auctioneer Feb 10 at 10 
84, 
Parker, ALexanpzr, Tibshelf, Alfreton, Contractor Feb 
4 at 11.30 Rec, 40, 8t ’s gate, y 
Peary, Toma’, Mattersea, Notts, Farmer Feb i at 2 
Ree. Figtree In, Sheffield 
Ramsuaw, gRick Cuaries, Aldermanbury, Commis- 
sion Agent Feb 9 at 11 # Bankruptcy bidgs, 


ye Atrrep Tuomas, te, Butcher Feb 12at 
11 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

nae Sanag, Denmark +y Fried Fish Dealer Feb7 at 

Bankru: st 


bl Carey 
re Epwanzp, Ol  Yewny chmbrs, Financial Agent 
Feb 10 at 12 Bankru cy bldgs, Carey st 
gexry, Stratford, Essex, Cork 


Rogsster, Freperice 
Merchant 


Feb 7 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st : 
Rusutox, Wi1i114m James, Blackpool, Fancy Draper Feb 
4at3 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
Suevpvor, Joszru, Manchester. , Commission Agent Feb4 
at3 Off Rec, Byrom s' Manchester 
SavuttTteworts, Samver, Westbourne Park, Cycle Agent 
Feb 11at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Suirn, Ricuarp Bixyry, n ~~. Som 
4at2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Care 
——— Joux Wompwett, = 2 Walmer, Kent * eb 
8 Bankruptcy Mio», user 
ord, Ohestor ,o Feb 4 at 


Of “34 Byrom st, "Manchester 
Mrs J H, South Hackney, Boot Manufacturer 
Off Rec, Bankruptoy bldgs, Carey st 
Wuitiam, Georoz, Doncaster, Furniture Broker Feb 4 at 
2. Figtree lane, Sheffield 
m upon Hull, Master 


30 Off 
Wiponw, Tuomas Wittiam, Kin; 
Mariner F , Trinity House lane, 


eb 4 at ll Off 


bets? Epwakp, London Bridge Station, Auctioneer Feb 
9at2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Woop, Jonx. Maxrxsow, nr Preston, Corn Mer- 
chant Feb 11 at 11 Off Hee, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Woovwargp, Georcz Freveaicx, Hanley, Staffs, Pomttle 
Dealer Feb4at4 Royal Hotel, Crewe 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Assort, Jouy, Pendlebury, Lancs Salford Pet Nov 17 
Ord Jan 26 


Avriatr, Wii.tiaM a, Kent, Carpenter Rochester 
Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 


Avuseen, I Howss, Paring m, Yorks Kingston upon Hull 
Pet Jan 96 Ord Jan 20 cypiee 


Jan 
Barvon, Ropert, Middiesborough, hf aay Milk Seller 
on Tees Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 
Brewer, Save. teen, Plymouth, stock Broker 
ymouth Pet Oct 22 Ord Jan %& 
Borromiey, Gooroe Witiiam, Coatham, nr Redcar, Yorks, 
} 7 poe Stockton on Tees Pet Jan 25 Ord 


an 25 

Cuntox, James, Willenhall, Stafford, Hairdresser Wol- 

ver m Pet Jan26 Ord Jan 26 

Connreas ILLIAM JAMES, Getieuten, Norfolk, Coach- 
Great Yarmouth Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 

Cox, Euaxvet, Hereford, Dealer Hereford Pet Jan26 Ord 


Davipsox, BR Vexovr, Fyzabad, India High Court Pet 
D ~~ k7 m Liane wad bourer 
AVIES, JOnN,  Seeeeeen, La Car- 
marthen Jan 25 Ord Jan 
Day, seams, Ee Kempeton, Beds, p= bd Bedford Pet Jan 
Seam Win Howmas, —, Shields Newcastle on 
Pet Dec 22 Ord Ji 


Driver, Caagies Wituan “Del, Builder Canterbu 
Pet Ord 1 8 


Jan 11 Jan 22 
Goamax, Exiex, Bedminster, Licensed Victualler Bristol 
Pet Dec 30 Jan 22 


on, Frepericx om, M te st High Court 
Pet Nov10 Ord Jan 2 Biri 29 
Hanaisox, Frepraiox Wren, Faken* am, Norfolk Nor- 
wich Pet Novs Ord Jan 26 
Hazawoys, Last Heesent, Gt Yarmouth, Commercial 
Yarmouth —— 2 Ord Jan 24 


Hioxes, Jou, Picture F, woeme Deal - 
mouth Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan wibienis 


—T- “a eae Salford, Butcher Salford Pet Jan 


pt oy a5 ( 
fe ~ dy — 5 ~~ ficial erbalist Barnsley 


ioe, Raurs, Swaitsea, Grocer Swansea Pet Jan 


Littiz Pama Beaumont, Caeeteah, Cattle Dealer 
Carlisle PetJan2 Ord Jan 
Locxmayn, Axpzrew High Court Pet Nov 18 Ord Jan 25 


Parke Asenaeeee, Tibshelf, nr Alfreton, Contractor 
Derby Pi Pet Jan 8 Jan 

Peruace, Wittiam, Landore, Swansea, Copper Smelter 
Swansea Pet Jan22 Ord Jan 22 

Payse, Heaseat Wittiam, Paddington Carmarthen Pet 
Jan 1 Ord Jan22 

Rees, Jouy, Liansamlet, Som, Commission Agent Neath 
Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 24 

Ricarorp, Atrazo Taomas, Begegen, Butcher Canter- 
bury Pet Jan 22 . Ord 

Ritey, Pacey a hill High Court Pet Dec 30 
Ord Jan 25 


Simons, Wnassx Vazig laneoene p Pentgoetae, Solicitor 
Pontypridd Pet Nov15 Ord J 

Sxe.sox, Epwargp, ———_ ™m, a ll Nottingham 

Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 2 

Suita, Eowis Percivat, Plymouth, Baker Piymouth 
Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

Sairn, Ricnarv Biyyey, Thr orton ay, Stockbroker 
High Court Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 


Tanner, Samvuet, Lianwnda, Railway Secretary Bangor 


Pet Jan 17 "Ord Jan 25 
Warsvurtroy, Witiiam, re Die Sinker Sheffield 
Pet Jan 24 Jan 
Wes, Axpage Caarie Teddington, Builder Kingston, 
urrey Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 2 
Wassee, Rees, Pontypridd, Painter Pontypridd Pet 
Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 


Wratr, Percy Rosert, srptioen, Derbyshire, Grocer 
Derby Pet Jan25 Ord J 


ADJUDWATION 4 a NU. -_—a 


Lamsart, Raputre Leyox, Stoke Lane, Somersets, Gent 
Bath (transferred from Frome) Adjud Sept 2i, 1889 
Annul Jan 20 

London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 1, 
RECEIVING ORD 


Arraur, Wituiam, Scraptofi Milk Dealer 
Leicester Pet Jan28 O 

Bicktzy, CaTHERINE, J Be aay Birmingham Pet Jan 
13 Ord Jan 27 

Carratty, Anprew, Liv ol, Team Owner’s Runner 
Liverpool Pet Jani11 Ord Jan 28 

Cuatoyer, Taomas Osporne, Newmarket, Trainer of 
Racehorses Cambrid Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 29 

CHANDLER, Faepertck Marsue.y, Milton next Sitting- 
bourne, Kent, Baker Rochester Pet Jan 26 Ord 


Jan 26 

Cuenne.is, Jesse Ernest, Clacton on Sea, Butcher Col- 
chester Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 27 

Cuurce, Tuomas, Peterborough, Hawker Peterborough 
Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 

Crarxe, Tuomas WILLIAM, Lene re. 
Great Grimsby Pet Jani4 Ord J 

Cousgy, Samvust, Burnley, Glazier Blackburn Pet Jan 25 
Ova _ a Canterb 

Cottens, JamEs, msga! reengrocer terbury 

C a Me man ite Li ool, Cargo 

‘ORONEO, CHRISTOPER, . iverp Superina- 
tendent Live: Pet Jan 11 Ord Jan 28 ” 

Durrox, Gzorce Wruttam, Chester, Grocer “Chester Pet 
Jan18 Ord Jan29 

Epwarps, Francis Henry, Caper Holloway, Commercial 
Traveller High Court Pet Jan5 Ord an 28 

Fewster, Joseru aapseet, a St Peter, Cambs, 
Stationer King’s Lynn Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 27 

Groner, Coakntas ALBERT, Fed Yarmouth, Fisherman 
Great Yarmouth Pet Jan 27 - Jan 27 

Gairritus, Asranam, Whitchurch, Glam, Licensed Vic- 
taller Cardiff Pet Jan 12 oak Jonas 

Hart, Caagres nent, Sone, Shoe Manufac- 
turer Northam _— et Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

Heptey, Josers, berge, Durham, poms Victualler 

Stockton on Tees Pet Jan28 Ord J 

Houmpnseey, ae Great py Jn! Great 

rimsby Pet Jan28 Ord Jan 

Hurcutx, Caartes Eavest, Duke” * Adelphi, Clerk 

High Court Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 


“Teicester, 
an 28 


Draper 


Ives, Hewry, and Josera ites, Kine wood, ur Bristol, 
=. Manufacturers Bristol et Jan 29 Ord 
James, Georce Lacon, Wandsworth High Court Pet 
Jan7 Jan 28 
Lame, Jouw Witi14M, Little Fenton, Yorks, Farmer York 
et Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 


Lambert, Faayx, oy ad Wilts, Haulier Salisbury Pet 
Jan 29 Ord Ji 

Love, Suz ALFRED, lass Wandsworth Pet Jan 28 Ord 
an 2 

ed ase, Sees, Groom Not ham 
Pet Jan 27 Ord J Pee 
Parrott, STePHEN fad Lower Higham, Kent, Baker 
Rochester Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 

ro, WILuiay, one am, Job Master Wandsworth 


Jan27 Ord 
Perkins, Joux Henry, Whissendine, Rutland, Builder 
Leicester Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 


PouxveR, Wane, New Wortley, Baker Leeds Pet Jan 
26 Ord Jan 26 


Paigst.ey, Seam Anprew, Stoke wu Trent, Chemist 
Stoke upon Trent Pet Le Ord Jan 29° 
Simpson, Ratpn, West Blacksmith Sunder- 
land Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 27 

Spaven, Mary, Sneaton, nr Tete Stockton on Tees 
Pet Jani3 Ord Jan 27 

SrerHens, Co Edinburgh mansions. 

Barriste ons Pet Aug 28 Ord Jan 3 
Viatt, Jeunre EnBY, Newcastle on Tyne, i 
* Agent Mee a on Tyne ot in @ a Fe 
UNSTALL, JonE —_, Rishton, Draper urn 
Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 
Watrens, Evizapera, Kidwelly, Comestientien, Dealer 
Carmarthen Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 
Watsoy, Wituam, Tikiey. York, Fine J Art Dealer Leeds 





4 Peasennts and Awecia Cuantorre Daviss, St 
on Sea Hastings Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 25 





Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 








ABRY ap eg gl ema Wilts, 0 
Waitinon Jan 28 Ord J 

WIitker, Wiese: Heyay Ratt Birming' 
geon Birmingham Pet Jan27 Ord Jen 27 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Batu, Wititam, Deal, Kent, Butcher 
Ree, 73, Castle st, Canter =“, 

ae, Frank + gy Gt Yarmouth, Labourer Fe 
12at 1230 Off Rec 18, Ries st, Norwich 

Capaineron, Witutam, Stainsbury )d, East Iadia Dack 
rd, Commission Agent Feb 8 at 12 Bankruptcy bidys, 
Carey st 

Cuanover, Fasperick Maarsag.t, Milton next Sitti 
bourne, Kent, Baker Feb 21 at 11 115, High 
Rochester 


Cugnye.is, Jesse Eanest, Clacton on Sea, Butcher Feb 
11 at 11 The Cups Hotel, Colchester 

Cotietr, Tuomas, Caerleon, Mon, Farmer Feb 10 at if 
Off Rec, Westgate chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

Covermay, Wititam James, Gorleston, Norfolk, C ouch: 
builder Febi2at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Case, Aetave WILLIAM, Birmingham, Grocer Feb 9 atij 
174, Corporation st, Birming 

Enouanp, Joun James, Leeds Off Ree, 93, 
Park row, Leeds 

Hatt, JAMES Bayer, and Joun Saver Hact, Gt Yarmouth, 
Bhi Febllat3 Off Ree, 8, King st, Nor 


wi 

Haxoixa, Ropert, Barnstaple, Timber Merchant Feb § 
at1.15 Sanders & Son, High st, Barnstaple 

Hickey, Joun, Southsea Feb 8 at3 Off on Cambridge 
Junction, High st, Portsmouth 

Hittroy, Tuomas Otley, York, Coachbuilder Feb 10 ati 
Off row, Leeds 

Horcuis, Caantes Ernest, Duke st, Clerk Feb 
8at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 

James, Georos Lacoy, Wandsworth Feb 8at2.30 Bank. 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Jounston, Cuaries, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer Feb 9 at 
12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Jones, Joux, Newport, a =, L at 11.30 Off Res, 
Westgate chmbrs, Ne 

Jongs, Ropert Parry, Salfo: +7 a Butcher Feb 9at 
2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, , et 

Kirsy, Ric mane Jerrerson, Great Driffield, Yorks Feb9 
at1l Off Rec, 74, Newborough, Scarborough 

Les, Rosa nh ht and Ameura Cuantotre Daviss, 8 
Leonards on Sea Feb 8 at 2.30 Young & Sons, Bank 


bldgs, Hastings 

Litre, Gsores, Beaumont, Cumberland, Cattle Dealer 
Feb ill ati Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 

so ym Witt, L Landore, Swansea, Copper Smelter 
Feb 10 at 12 Off Ree, 31, ‘Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Paivporr, SrerHeNx Eowiy, Lower Higham, Kent, Baker 
Feb 21 at 11.30 115, High st, Rocheste: 

Piunxett, James, sp Traveller Feb 8 at ll 
of 4, C » Park st, Nottingham 

Scorr, Fraycis, Ho me Cultram, Cumberland, Farmer 
Feb 11 at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 

Simpson, Anraur, Leeds, Estate Agent Feb 10 at 12 Of 
Ree, 22, Park row, 
Saurrn, Eowin Peacivat, Plymouth, Baker Feb 9 at Il 
Law Society’s chmbrs, Athenzeum lane, Piymouth 
Tsaomson, Watrer, Huntingdon, Builder Feb 18 at 11.45 
Law Courts, New rd, ot mnang 

Tom«ins, Jony, Walton on Thames, Bar; mg Feb 8 at 
11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridg: 

Ty_es, Eowarp, Colefo: Glos, Bute ae Feb 10 at 12 
Off Rec, Westgate chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

beter ye Win, Norton, Derby, bie Sinker Feb8 


Feb 17 at9 OF 


Feb 9 at 11 


at2 Off Rec, Fi Lm Sheffield 
Wesster, yore iy ‘Lincs, Farmer Feb 8 at 12- 
unty Court House, 8t Peter’s gate, Nottingham 


WELLs, AnDREE = ane Teddington, Builder Feb 8 at 
12.30 24 yy SPP; London Bridge 
Wearnuau, Hewry, ng Feb 17 at 12 

Hotel, Reading 
Wyatt, Percy Roserr, Sandiacre, Derbys, Grocer 
Satil Off Rec, 40, St Mary’s gat2, Derby 
Amended notices substituted for those published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 28: 
Day, James, Kempston, Beds, Farmer Feb 7 at 11,30. Of © 
Ree, la, 8t Paul’s sq, Bedford 


Queen's 
Feb 


at1l Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 


cz 


Court Pet Dec9 Ord Jan 28 
Arruvur, Wituiam, Scraptoft, Leicester, Milk 
Leicester Pet Jan28 Ord Jan 28 


ent Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 
Cuawpier, Frepericx Manrsae.i, Milton next Sitting«’ 


bourne, Baker Rochester Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 29 
Cuennecis, Jesse Eanest, Clacton on Sea, Butcher 
Colchester Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 


Cuurece, Tuomas, Hs year Hawker Peterborough 
Pet Jan27 Ord Ji 

Cones, SamveE., Daruien, “Glazier Blackburn Pet Jan 24 
Ord Jan 25 


Connuaaty we ey oe , Greengrocer Canterbury Pet 


Cox, Hane, Edwalton, Notts Nottingham Pet Dec 3l 

Jan 26 

Casp, Antoun Witu1am, Birmingham, Grocer Birming- 
ham Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 


27 
Curry, James, Bristol Bristol PetJan7 Ord Jan 27 
Fewster, Josern Awrsony, Wisbech St Peter, Cam- 
7a Stationer King’s Lynn Pet Jan27 Ord 
an 
Furr, Reaixavo, Brideln, Ludgate Cres High Court Pet 
Oct 21 Ord Jan 26 ul 


Foster, Wit.iamson, jun, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet Jami 
Ord Jan 28 


11 





Feb, 5, 1898, | 


ro 


Assort, —_. Pendle! pe Joiner Feb9at3 OF 
Byrom st, M ester 
ATKinsos, Epwinx, Patri m, York Fcb Sat li OF 
ity House In, 













Hi, Geonae, Skipton, Yorks, Commission Weaver Feb 


i 


ADJUDICATIONS. =e 
Asay, Currron Freperics Samvuev, Piccadilly, Cigaty 
Dealer Hi 


an 


eS 
2 


pe & 





a 


Ganaixcron, Wittiam, East India Dock rd, Commission’ 3 
h Coyzt 





Free Rey | 






=m Ge 


Lev 


te 








B98, 


K. me: 


Its, Clerk 
am, Sap 
yat3 OF 
‘tll of 

at9 OF 
urer Fe 


ndia Dock 
ytey bidys, 


6 Sitti 
High & 


cher Feb 
b 10 at if 
k, Coach- 
‘orwich 

Feb 9 at li 
ff Rec, 22, 


farm uth, 
s st, Nor. 


it Febs 
ambridge 
eb 10 at 
lerk Feb 
30 Bank. 

Feb 9 at 

Off Reo, 

Feb 9 at 
ks Feb9 
bh 


Daviss, St 
ons, Bank 


le Dealer 
r Smelter 
ansea 
mnt, Baker 
b 8 at ll 
ij, Farmer 
le 
at 12 Of 
b 9 at Il 
nouth 
8 at 11.45 
Feb 8 at 
10 at 12 
er Febs 
‘eb 8 at 12 
tham 
Feb 8 at 
Queen’s 


cer Feb 


J in the 


11.30. Of « 


ver Feb« 


ly, Cigar 
k Dealer. 


mmission 


Bate her 
borough 
et Jan 24 
pury Pet 
et Dec 31 
Birming- 
Jan 27 


ter, Cami- 
n27 Ord 


Jourt Pet 
Pet Jan 
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© A , Gt ¥. Fisherman Gt 
een, mth Pe eaves, =a basa rane Lave Ase i an Wandsworth o4 
s CH ortham, ufac- | Marswa’ 
Hass, Cuarcrthampton ‘Pet Jan a Ord Jan 27 Pot Jan 27 Ord Yan 27 ie — 
Heoury, youara, ES ee eae ERKINS, ee ye ~<a Rutland, Build § 
Sey = Gt pay Smackowner Gt Pauzoss, Srzruen Eowix, Lower Higham, Kent, Baker 


Hompaeey, 
Grims et Jan28 Ord Jan 28 

Lams, JonN Geasan ~ Fenton, Yorks, Farmer York 
Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 

Lamesst, Frawx, Tisbury, 29 vilts, Haulier Salisbury Pet 
Jan 28 Ord Jan 

Louis NATHAN, Fancy Goods 
Dealer High Court Bet 5 — 11 ty Jan 26 


ee 





Levers, 


erit, 


and 





EDE AND SON, 
ROBE MAKERS. 


To Her Majesty, the the Lord Ghancelior sallor, the Whole ofthe 
Judicial Corporation of 


udicial Benea, 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
law Wigs and Gowns for Begin, Town 
erks, and Olerke of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes, University and Olergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


%, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





eparation. 


oa 
straightforward offer. It is done to introduce the merits of Vi-Cocoa 


Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa, as a concentrated form of 


into every home. 
is invaluable; nay, more than this; for to 


nourishment and vitality, 
all who wish to face the strife and battle of life with one 


more 
Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa 6d., 
all chemists, 


ter Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 


Forms, * be a Wortley, Leeds, Baker Leeds 


Saunpens, Witt1am AuLex, Forest Hill, Timber Merchant 
h Court Pet Jani4 Ord Jan 28 

Siupsox, Raten, West Ha , Blacksmith Sunder- 

land Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 


MERIT 
AND 

MERIT 
ALONE 





aa 














Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa is a Food 
nourishing, strength 
other Food ———. Ti 
— robepes J what 


Beverage, 
, and stimulative powers 


to an extent hitherto unknown in 


and merit alone, is what we claim for Dr. Tibbles’ 
send to any reader who names 
do) 


There is no magic in all this. It is a plain, 


re sustained exertion, it is absolutely indispensable. 
9d., and 1s. 6d. 










SPINK & SON 
beg respectfully to 
announce that they 
ACCURATELY APPRAISE 
JEWELS and SILVER 
PLATE, &c., for the 
LEGAL Prorgssiox oF 
purcuass the same for 

if desired. Estab- 


cash 
lished 1772. 





TREATMENT OF INEDRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 


For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 


For Terms, &c., apply te 
R. WELSH BRANTHWAITE, 
Medical Superintendent. 


TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS. 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 


8T. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 
under the Acts and privately. 


For 
A 
p ABET te Metical Saperee. (Camb.), M.B.C.S. (ag.) 








<> 














ol. 42. 


ve, baa Lanes, Draper Black- 
vie. 

Ord Jan 28 ae 
“Waren, Wing ker Art Dealer Leeds 
Wi inn st Ort eir New Swindon, Wilts, Clerk 
“w,tmindos Pet Jan 36 Ord Jan 23 

Pet Dee 14 Ord Jan ir ' 
Ladies Outfitter 
mir New! Jan 29 
"se 


at, Solicitor High Court 








bbles’ Vi-Cocoa is nol a medicine. i 
it is claimed to do, and its cmagntel Se 
tory of any 


Vi-Cocoa, 


= dainty omngle tin of Dr. Tibbles’ sis pamphlet 


endurance 


Can be obtained from 

grocers and stores, or from Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa, Limited, 

60, 61 and 62, Bunhill Row, London, E.C. 
Can ae, Tested Free, and 

hose who Try it, Buy it. 


—e—e—erererrr 


Address (a postcard will do) 


Ltd, 


60, 61 & 62, Bunhill Row, x 
Lond 


on, E.C. & 


INEBRIETY. 
MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 


1 eatiast Attention: omae, 3, 3C F.R.C.8. ies. 
as Ry 


iy ores of ot Inge EY 78 a Beleaee. yen aera ead pestioalase 
BRAND & CO.'S 
SPECIALTIES 
For _INVALI DS. 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &c., 


from finest ENGLISH MEATS 
Of all Chemists and Grocers. 


onary $0 YvR Loko, 
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SAVE 50 TO 75 PER CENT. 


By Buying Direct from the Man 
THE SAFE & DEED ED BOX 
SUPPLY co., 

29, TEMPLE ST, WOLVEREAD 
nenneia OF TESTIMONIALS. 
aan ona Olt Droste Messrs. Poole & et 15, Union- 

ete crbeheme 


of your account for same, which 
return in duecourse. W 





7, 
a & Rosrxsox. 


From Mr. Gzonez Ariwanp, Portedown House, Cosham, 
Portsmouth, Sept. 


15, 1897. 
Gen! “The safe is duly to hand, and I am very 
it; and if it is as you guarantee, fire and 
burglar proof, I think it is marvellously co 
Wrought ron abd steel Fire and B , Un- 
pickable, 


‘Wedgeproof Cash and Tewaler Safe. 


ne SS eee. less nside 
measurement’ 


2 in, Fire aoven pom, 8 du leat 
re rnating chambers, boat lv pany - 


Wronght iron and steel Fire and her tee ound 2 Ue 
pickable, Wedgeproof Book, Cash, and Jewellery 
No High WideDeey 
‘0 le £8. 4. 
B956. 24 by 17 by 17 in. *6 8 0 
- @by18 by 17 in. *6 20 
B9658. 28 by 19 by 19in, *6 12 4 
. 80 by 20 by Din. +7 26 
. 82 by 22 by Qlin. +7 17 6 
. S44 dy 23 by Vin. t8 5 0 
B962. 36 by 24 by 23 in. +8 16 0 
. 88 by 24 by 24 in. t9 10 0 
B964. 40 35 by 2Ain. +10 26 
1 drawer. 
+ wie 2 drawers. 
oF i With 2 drawers and shelf. 
in. resisting chambers, 
eee 





Si 


Stock Size, 30 by 17 by 14, 
No. B19. £8 10s. Od. 


May mes made 4 size 
SPECIAL LINES IN BALLOT BOXES. 
FOLDING REEN: 
All kinds of 


Wi in Town, and shall 
ed eo reoetrewpplisation in every Town, and « be 





on Solicitors, Accountants. &e. 


To Trustees and others,— Freehold Ground Rents 
amounting to £1,282 13s. $d. per annum, most amply 
secured upon an Estate of 115 houses, and offering an 
investment of the highest character. 
R. F. H. B. RIDDLE is instructed to 
SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse 

Yard, E.C., on TUESDAY, MARCH 8, at TWO o'clock 
punctually, in One Lot. 

The above valuable FREEHOLD GROUND RENTS, 
abundantly secured on high-class property, situate close 
to Wandsworth-common Station, A the County = Surrey, 
and comprising 16 houses in Nightingale-lane, 11 houses 
in Bolin 30 houses iP Sn aie 16 
houses in 21 houses in Estcourt-road, 8 
houses in Thar! 10 houses in Night park- 
crescent, and 4 ouses in Blenkarne-road, whole 
forming a compact and presenting an investment 
of unexceptionable character not often to 
reversion in 1981 to the rack rents, estimate’ at hens 
£700 per annum. 

Particulars and conditions of sale be had of Messrs. 
Lee & Pembertons, Solicitors, 4, con inl 
at the Mart; and of the Auctioneer,. Mr. F, H. B. 
Riddle, 72, Park-street, Grosvenor-square, W. 


Now ready, Fourth Edition, feap. 8vo, 3s. 
A HANDBOOK ON PUBLIC INTER- 
NATIONAL LAW. 
By T. J. LAWRENOE, M.A., LL.D., 


Lecturer on International Law at the Koyal Naval College, 
Greenwich ; Lecturer man et Downing College, 


MACMILLAN & CO., LIMITED, Loxvon. 


SPATRIA AGRICULTURAL COLLEGE 

(vid Carlisle), situated in one of the finest Stock- 
raising districts of the country. and scientific 
instruction, Success in Examinations of Surveyors’ Insti- 
tution. Preparation for colonies. Biz farms, 


ops. 
.. J. SMITH HILL, B.A., B.8c., Principal. 


SOLICITORS.— £15,000 uired on 


first having op manganese in a first-class ngit 
any havi ous works at - 
Gretetla en belts cammntaens wi by eel = 





Cc. 








sive o > communications be 
vate and confidential —Write, B. 8. 25, Deacons, 
-street, E. 
GuGaaty SOLICITOR wanted for the 
Hospital of St, Francis.—Applicants should send 
names to the Secretary, 6, Southampton-street, Strand, 
on or before Fe’ seth.” 


Car 


HIEF CLERK.—Experience 6 years; 
knowle of office routine, conv 

court, and High Court business and costs; 

pointment; firms and 

please note. —Letters 


ae’ Gas with medium 
terms to N., care of 33, 
Amersham-road, 8.E. _ 
W ANTED, Manag k kn 
stat of Conveyanci era fiverpo! acter — 
8 A 
Ps ighti rene anf salary reid, Loreal. — 
Sry DECEASED. — A Re- 
ward of fan wit Be be paid for the last Will of Miss 
Margate, 3 deceased.—. 
oa F. pees, dara & Co., Sollee, 3, Queen- 
O INVALIDS.—A List of Medical Men in 


all parte Receiving Resident Patients sent gratis, 
with full particulars. Schoolsalso recommended.—Mpicat, 


&c., Association, Lrp., 8, Lancaster-place, Strand, W.C. 
Tel. add.,“Triform, London.” Telephone No. 1,854, Gerrard 


fag occurs ota CU ARIANA 
eee ot Toa seer 


THE COMPANIES ia, 1862 T T0 ae 


AUTHORITY. 




















BY é 


uisite under the above Acts 
Every req supplied on the 





peice eet so athetel ib ietnalins 
ont Ae. OF aoe 
Bes 


| her cuenta and 
and and executed. gerd 


” imei here “Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & 60., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.O. (corner 
of Serjeants’-inn). 


ONDON and COUNTY Ba 


meebleied Be in 1 


pee Sree 
Sp on 1862 to 1 ie 


d and Bonus, ‘. 4s. 


Tax, will, if a 
Ue, ae raed | Ea 


per Share, free 
be povabil at the B 
, on or after Monday, 14th 


- 
1 or THE Lonpon anp County Banxine at 


Company (Limirep), 3lsr Decempes, 1°97. 
£ & 


7 
To Liabilities on Accept- 
ances, covered by Cash 
or Securities or Bankers’ 
tees 


Guaran' 
To Rebate on Bills not due 
carried to next Account 
To Net Profit for the Half- 
year, after provi- 
sion for bad and ubtful 


To Carried to Reserve Fund 


8. 


+ 


0 
271,198 7 
80,000 0 


191,198 7 1 


To Profit and Loss Balance 
brought fromlast Account 


By Gash at the Head Ofes 
and Branches, and wi 
Bank of England 

By Loans at Call aye at 
Notice, covered by Se- 


(By In’ { Nn 

beroLeorTe Ud; 
CMMI st nen” Coat’ 
aseaa._ by. 
Government 
India 
and 


India 
Teens ae 


per 
Guar- 
the British 


By Discounted Bills Cur- 
rent. 


14,634,792 2 6 


ba ‘Drafianccopeedy the 
‘or e 
3 Street Zn | 

—_ Freehold 





Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


at the Branches, ‘with 


78,768 12 6 


s. a 


2,000,000 
1,080,000 


Ue 


* 


oe 


£46,957,229 16 0 


£ s. a. 
5,423,554 10 11 


3,486,589 4 10 


7,334,088 2 0 


1,051,964 0 3 


10,705,082 9 0 


£ s. a, 


8,910,143 15 9 


10,288,250 16 $ 


+ 


vd O 


—_—— 25,890,874 11. ‘4 


2,046,904 4 4 : 








